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Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Comments and 
Responses 

 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed Jackson County Lake 
Project was issued on May 26, 2000.  The public and agency comment period for the DEIS 
closed on July 10, 2000.  Comments received were in the form of individual letters and public 
meeting statements.  Many of the comments received were used in revising the text of the DEIS 
to prepare the final document.   
 
Two public meetings on the DEIS were held on June 27, 2000.  Transcripts of the public 
meetings are included in this Appendix. 
 
This appendix contains the agency and public comments received by the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA), Rural Utilities Service (RUS) during the public review 
period for the DEIS.  In accordance with 40 CFR 1503.4, Response to Comments, RUS has 
individually and collectively assessed and considered all of the comments on the DEIS received 
from all parties.  On the following pages, comments and responses are shown side by side.  Each 
comment page corresponds to one page of the comment letter or transcript received.   
 
Each comment on a page is marked with a vertical line in the left side margin of the comment 
letter or public meeting transcript, and is assigned a code.  The code consists of a number 
followed by a dash mark (-) and a letter (e.g., 1-A, 1-B, 2-A, etc.).  The code number (e.g., 1-, 2-) 
represents the comment letter, and all comments from a given letter have the same code number.  
The code letter (e.g., A, B) represents an individual comment within a comment letter.  Each 
comment in a given letter has a different code letter assigned to it.  Similarly, RUS responses in 
the right column of the table are preceded by the code of the comment to which it refers. 
 
Federal agency comments are presented first, followed by State agency comments, public 
comment letters, and lastly, public meeting transcripts.  Within each of these categories, all 
comment letters received from different members of the same agency are presented 
consecutively.   
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 

 

1-A:  Please refer to Section 1.2.1.2.1, Projected Water Consumption Rates, of 
this FEIS for an explanation of the use of 67 gallons per day (gpd) as the 
residential per capita use rate. 

 
1-B:  A water conservation factor of 10 percent was calculated into the revised 

water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this 
FEIS.  Please refer to this section for more information. 

 
1-C:  Berea College’s projected water needs were removed from the revised 

water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this 
FEIS. 

 
1-D:  The role of the Empowerment Zone (EZ) is to attract industries that are 

suitable to the economic and infrastructure conditions of Jackson 
County.  Industries requiring high water consumption have numerous 
alternatives within Kentucky (e.g., along the Ohio River) in which they 
could locate.  Such industries would likely explore development options 
in these locations before considering Jackson County.   

 
1-E:  Economic/business conditions in Jackson County are not likely to attract 

water-intensive industries.  Therefore, impacts on wastewater treatment 
and infrastructure would be minimal.  Incremental addition of housing 
units is not likely to be a significant factor.  Most homes will utilize on-
site water disposal systems and will be on scattered lots, minimizing the 
potential for significant water quality issues.  However, wastewater 
treatment capacity in Jackson County may have to be expanded and/or 
upgraded as the population served by the Jackson County Water 
Association (JCWA) and the volume of residential, commercial, and 
industrial water use increases.  The detailed analysis of environmental 
and economic costs, such as the assimilative capacity of receiving waters 
and financing arrangements, associated with such an expansion, 
however, are beyond the scope of analysis for this EIS.  Likewise, an 
analysis of the feasibility of technological options, such as water 
recycling, in Jackson County, as a means both of reducing wastewater 
and of supplying a fraction of water needs, is most appropriately 
conducted at such time as these facilities are being actively proposed. 

 
1-F:  The commenter is correct in noting that a lake is not necessary to provide 

 

1-A 

1-B 

1-C 

1-D 

1-E 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 

 

hiking, camping, picnicking, and swimming facilities.  However, the 
primary purpose of the proposed reservoir is for water supply; any 
recreational use that may occur at the reservoir would be an incidental 
benefit of the facility.  Any areas within the Daniel Boone National 
Forest (DBNF) that have not yet been developed for recreation would 
require different and additional funding than that designated for the 
reservoir.  Swimming needs may potentially be met by swimming 
pools constructed around Jackson County.  However, swimming pools, 
both small private pools and larger public ones, meet a different kind of 
recreational need than do lakes.  Swimming pools are typically used for 
swimming as sport or physical fitness, playing in the water, and 
sunbathing.  A lake not only presents a more natural setting for 
swimming, but is also available to other kinds of recreation, including 
boating, canoeing, fishing from shore and/or boat, wildlife observation, 
hiking, and sight-seeing.  In addition, construction of swimming pools 
around the County would also require different funding than that 
designated for the reservoir, and would likely come from local sources. 

 
1-G:  The primary purpose of the dam and reservoir project is to provide 

Jackson County with additional water supplies to meet current and 
projected needs.  Recreation is a secondary purpose of the project, but 
as mentioned in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, not meeting the desire to have 
increased recreational opportunities would not exclude an alternative 
from further consideration.  Therefore, recreation does not serve as a 
causal agent for elimination of alternatives in the EIS. 

 
1-H:  A discussion of water quality implications from recreational uses of 

the proposed reservoir is provided in Section 3.2.2.2, Environmental 
Consequences, Surface and Groundwater Resources, of this FEIS.   

 
1-I:  RUS acknowledges that, to some extent, the water supply and 

recreational functions of the proposed reservoir work at cross purposes.  
However, numerous reservoirs across the country provide both of these 
services.  Refer to the response to comment 1-H.  In addition, as 
discussed throughout the DEIS, development would be restricted 
within the buffer zone surrounding the reservoir.  Recreational access 
to the War Fork and Steer Fork reservoir is discussed in Section 
3.2.9.2.1, War Fork and Steer Fork, of the DEIS.  Site access is not 
described in this section as being limited. 

1-F 

1-G 

1-H 

1-I 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 

 

1-J:  Comment noted.  Certain combinations of alternatives are considered in 
this FEIS.  Water conservation has been incorporated into the revised 
water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this 
FEIS.  Water conservation is assumed to offset projected increases in 
water use due to population growth and rising per capita income.  Due 
to the highly speculative nature of groundwater supplies in Jackson 
County (refer to Section 2.1.1, Groundwater Development, of the 
DEIS), a combination of groundwater and conservation would not be 
expected to meet even the revised projected water demands.  This FEIS 
also examines the option of including McKee’s two reservoirs among 
Jackson County’s water supply facilities. 

 
1-K:  As mentioned in Section 2.0 of the EIS, not meeting the desire to have 

increased recreational opportunities would not exclude an alternative 
from further consideration.  Therefore, recreation does not serve as a 
causal agent for elimination of alternatives in the EIS. 

 
1-L:  Based on the revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, 

Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on comments received on the DEIS 
from agencies and the public, alternatives were reassessed as to 
whether they met the revised water needs for Jackson and surrounding 
counties.  Additional alternatives were evaluated in this FEIS and either 
eliminated from further study or considered to be reasonable for further 
analysis.  Please refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the 
Proposed Action, of this FEIS for a more detailed discussion.  Those 
alternatives considered to be reasonable for further study are evaluated 
in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS. 

 
1-M: Pumped storage alternatives were reevaluated in this FEIS.  Please 

refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, and 
Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS for more 
information. 

1-J 

1-K 

1-L 

1-M 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 

 

1-N:  The values presented in Table 3.2.2-2 of the DEIS are subject to 
change, as noted in Section 3.2.2.2, Environmental Consequences, of 
this FEIS.  Please refer to this section for a discussion on these values.  
The status of the Wild and Scenic Study River segment of War Fork 
should not be affected by regulated flows because the U.S. Forest 
Service (USFS) has proposed a “Scenic” classification for this 
segment.  This classification is further described in Section 3.2.2.1.1, 
War Fork and Steer Fork, of the DEIS. 

 
1-O:  The minimum discharge from the dam during low flow periods has 

been changed for this FEIS.  Please refer to Section 3.2.2.2, 
Environmental Consequences, of this FEIS for a discussion on this 
change. 

 
1-P:  A jurisdictional waters determination is included in this FEIS as 

Appendix U.  At the proposed War Fork and Steer Fork project site, 
approximately three miles of jurisdictional waters would be inundated 
by the proposed reservoir.  Mitigation measures for adverse impacts to 
these waters, including wetlands, would be negotiated as part of the 
Section 404 (Clean Water Act (CWA)) permitting process with the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and other participating 
agencies, potentially including the Kentucky Division of Water 
(KDOW), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), if this alternative is chosen 
as the action to be taken.  

 
 
 

1-N 

1-O 

1-P 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 

 
 

1-Q:  It would be premature, at this time, to present a plan for the proposed 
multi-level water intake.  Such a plan would only be developed if a 
reservoir is chosen as the action to be taken, and the engineering 
design phase for the proposed dam and associated structures is 
undertaken.  However, it should be noted that the project proponents, 
as well as RUS, have firmly asserted a commitment to the use of a 
multi-level water intake. 

 
1-R:  The results of the surveys for Federally -listed threatened and 

endangered species are provided in this FEIS as Appendix T. 
 
1-S:  Qualitative predictions of likely changes in dissolved oxygen (DO) 

and temperature downstream of the proposed reservoir were 
discussed in Section 3.2.2.2, Environmental Consequences, of the 
DEIS.  Quantifying such predictions (i.e., how many degrees change 
in temperature and how many milligrams per liter change in DO) is 
hampered by a lack of specific information on design features and 
permit conditions that would be imposed by KDOW.  If permit 
conditions dictate no change in water temperature between inflow 
and outflow, a multi-level intake could largely facilitate this.  If DO 
must be maintained above a specified minimum, several methods 
exist for doing so.  These features can be imposed by the State in the 
permitting process.  Please refer to the response to comment 1-P. 

 
1-T:  RUS cannot dictate the development of watershed planning or land 

management for water quality protection of the reservoir.  Most of 
the land surrounding the preferred War Fork and Steer Fork site (3.5 
mgd) is public land managed by the USFS.  USFS management of 
these lands would severely restrict residential development in the 
immediate vicinity of the reservoir.  The USFS would conduct an 
environmental assessment (EA) on the land exchange or Special Use 
Permit (SUP) necessary for this alternative, if it is chosen as the 
action to be taken.  As part of the EA on the land exchange, USFS 
may investigate the option of retaining ownership of the buffer zone 
around the lake, and acquiring ownership of privately-owned land 
within the buffer zone. 

 
 

1-Q 

1-R 

1-S 

1-T 

1-U 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

1-U:  As discussed in Section 3.2.2.2, Environmental Consequences, of the 
DEIS, State regulations require the water in the reservoir to be tested 
prior to withdrawals.  If lead or any other contaminant exceeds drinking 
water standards, the processes used at the water treatment plant would 
be modified accordingly.  The continual monitoring and sampling 
required by State law and regulation would ensure that all potable water 
reaching consumers is safe. 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
 

 
 
 

2-A:  Comment noted. 
 
2-B:  Based on what was known at the time the DEIS was released about 

the occurrence of Federally-endangered Indiana bats and Virginia 
big-eared bats at the proposed reservoir sites, it  was concluded that 
the project would not likely adversely affect either species at any of 
the proposed sites.   No specimens of either endangered bat species 
were found in mist-netting and other surveys, including summer 
cliffline and winter habitat surveys, at the proposed project sites.  
Moreover, no hibernacula were discovered within the footprints of 
any of the proposed impoundments.   However, it was noted that 
both the USFS and the USFWS believe these two bat species likely 
utilize riparian corridors within at least the proposed War Fork and 
Steer Fork project site as summer foraging habitat.    

 
It was reasoned in the DEIS that permanently flooding about 116 
acres of forestland would probably not harm the species if they were 
present at the War Fork and Steer Fork project site in the summer 
months.  The rationale for this conclusion is based on the flexibility 
in the feeding habits of the species, including evidence that they 
feed above impoundments, and on the likelihood that foraging 
habitat is not the limiting factor for local populations.    

 
Field surveys for the running buffalo clover were completed in the 
spring of 2000 and found no specimens of the species at any of the 
proposed project sites.  Bat surveys were completed in the summer 
of 2000 and found no Indiana bats or Virginia big-eared bats at any 
of the proposed project sites.  These surveys are included in this 
FEIS as Appendix T. 

 
2.C:  Comment noted. 
 
2-D:  The FEIS, in Appendix T, contains the complete, final report on 

these three Federally endangered species.  Potential effects are 
described.  In sum, effects on the running buffalo clover would be 
non-existent because it is not present on any of the proposed 
reservoir sites; effects on the Indiana bat and Virginia big -eared bat 
would not to be adverse, because none were captured during mist-
netting conducted in the summers of 1999 and 2000, and no known  

2-A 

2-B 

2-C 

2-D 

2-E 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

hibernacula would be inundated by the project.   
 
2-E:  If a reservoir is chosen as the action to be taken, and the War Fork 

and Steer Fork site is chosen as the final project location in the 
USDA, RUS Record of Decision (ROD), additional National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis and documentation 
would be conducted in conjunction with the USFS and USACE 
actions.  The USFS would provide appropriate NEPA coverage for 
its land exchange and/or SUP.  It is anticipated that a Biological 
Assessment (BA) and Biological Evaluation (BE) would be 
prepared concurrently with this NEPA documentation.     
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 

 

3-A:  Based on the revised water needs analysis presented in Section 
1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on comments received on the 
DEIS from agencies and the public, alternatives were reassessed as 
to whether they met the revised water needs for Jackson and 
surrounding counties.  Additional alternatives were evaluated in this 
FEIS and either eliminated from further study or considered to be 
reasonable for further analysis.  Please refer to Section 2.0, 
Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of this FEIS for a more 
detailed discussion.  Those alternatives considered to be reasonable 
for further study are evaluated in Section 3.0, Environmental 
Analysis, of this FEIS. 

 
3-B:  Emails and other forms of correspondence, which were referenced 

throughout the EIS, are part of the administrative record for this 
project. 

 
3-C:  Some of the issues included under “Issues To Be Resolved” in the 

Executive Summary of the DEIS have been investigated and 
included in this FEIS.  The remaining issues will be addressed at 
upcoming stages of the project, including the engineering design 
phase, permitting, and approval. 

 
  

3-A 

3-B 

3-C 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3-D:  Any additional evaluations or specific studies that would be 
necessary to obtain a USACE, Section 404/Section 10 Permit are 
being deferred until a final decision is made regarding the proposed 
action.     

 
3-E:  A full wetlands delineation, based on the 1987 USACE manual, has 

been conducted for this FEIS, and is included as Appendix U.  Any 
additional evaluations or proposals for compensatory mitigation for 
unavoidable impacts to aquatic biological resources that would be 
necessary to obtain a USACE, Section 404/Section 10 Permit are 
being deferred until a final decision is made regarding the proposed 
action. 

 

3-D 

3-E 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
 

 
 

4-A:  As stated in the Final Wild and Scenic Rivers Suitability Study and 
Environmental Impact Statement For Six Rivers on the Daniel 
Boone National Forest (USFS, 1996), the segment of War Fork of 
Station Ca mp Creek that was found eligible for inclusion in the 
Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI) is a 7.1 mile section from 
Turkey Foot Campground to the mouth of the south Fork of Station 
Camp Creek. 

 
4-B:  Laurel Fork was investigated in the Jackson County Lake Project 

Alternatives Analysis as a potential location for the proposed 
reservoir.  This site was eliminated from further consideration due 
to the presence of a Federally-listed endangered species, the 
Cumberland Bean Pearly Mussel (Villosa trabalis), within the 
proposed project area.  The portions of Laurel Fork that were 
investigated were also designated by the State of Kentucky as 
Outstanding Resource Waters (ORW).   

 
4-C:  The commenter is correct in noting that the Kentucky Population 

Research (KPR) program is at the University of Kentucky, not the 
University of Louisville as stated in the Executive Summary for the 
DEIS. 

 
 
 

4-A 

4-B 

4-C 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 

 

4-D:  Based on JCWA weekly monitoring of Tyner Lake/Lake Beulah 
from December 1999 through September 2000, lake drawdown 
reached a maximum of 16.5 feet, and the lake level (MSL) 
fluctuated a couple of feet.  The commenter is correct in noting that 
the figure of 26 feet given in the Final Water Needs Analysis in the 
DEIS is high.  Since this figure does not impact the revised water 
needs analysis presented in this FEIS, a text change has not been 
made for this correction.  Comment noted. 

 
4-E:  Berea College’s projected water needs were removed from the 

revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 
Supply, of this FEIS. 

 
4-F:  Figures for water consumption from the Kentucky Public Service 

Commission (PSC) are based on customer billing data and do not 
include line losses (Lee, 2000).  Appendix B, Water Rate 
Calculations, of Appendix E, Final Water Needs Analysis, of the 
DEIS provides computations of per capita use rates for Jackson 
County and for the Kentucky PSC.  As shown by these tables, 
residential per capita water use rates, as well as commercial and 
industrial use rates, do not include line losses or unaccounted for 
water. 

 
4-G:  Please refer to Section 1.2.1.2.1, Projected Water Consumption 

Rates, of this FEIS for an explanation of the value used for 
residential per capita water use.  A water conservation factor of 10 
percent was calculated into the revised water needs analysis 
presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS.  Please refer 
to this section for more information. 

4-D 

4-E 

4-F 

4-G 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 

 

4-H:  The revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 
Supply, of this FEIS does not include the low, medium, and high 
growth scenarios used in the Final Water Needs Analysis of the 
DEIS.  Instead, only the most probable water needs scenario, which 
includes most probable commercial and industrial water use rates, 
was calculated.  Please refer to Section 1.2.1 for more information. 

 
4-I:  The commenter is correct in that most of the alternatives 

investigated in the DEIS and in this FEIS are smaller than 300 acres 
in size.  The recreational benefits discussed in Section 1.2.2, 
Recreational Needs, of the DEIS may, therefore, be proportionately 
smaller for some of the reservoir alternatives investigated than for 
the 300-acre lake model in the analysis.  However, the recreational 
needs of Jackson County and the region are the same as those 
presented in this section.  Regardless of size, if a reservoir is chosen 
as the action to be taken, the reservoir would help to meet some of 
the recreation needs projected in the analysis. 

 
4-J:  The alternative of using the temporary withdrawal on Laurel Fork 

with an extension to the Middle Fork of the Rockcastle River as a 
permanent solution to meeting Jackson County’s water needs was 
evaluated and eliminated from further study in this FEIS.  Please 
refer to Section 2.1.5, Pumped Storage From Laurel Fork and 
Middle Fork, of this FEIS. 

 
4-K:  A water conservation factor of 10 percent was calculated into the 

revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 
Supply, of this FEIS.   

4-H 

4-I 

4-J 

4-K 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
4-L:  The requirement to obtain a Section 401 water quality certification 

and a Section 404 dredge or fill permit has been added to Section 
2.4.1, Proposed Action, Dam and Reservoir, of this FEIS.  Both the 
Section 401 certification and Section 404 permit are listed in 
Section 6.0, Regulatory Compliance, of the DEIS.  Section 404 
permits are discussed in detail in Section 3.2.2, Surface and 
Groundwater Resources, of the DEIS. 

 
4-M:  The dam at the War Fork and Steer Fork site would be located 

approximately 0.5 miles southwest of Turkey Foot Campground, or 
about 0.3 miles southwest of Turkey Foot Road, measured in 
straight air miles.  The Steer Fork confluence with War Fork would 
be 0.5 air miles southwest of the dam site.  Measured in River Miles 
(RM), these distance would be greater due to bends in the stream.  
These distances are now specified as measured in air miles in this 
FEIS. 

 
4-N:  The commenter is correct in noting this omission.  However, for 

this purposes of this FEIS, this figure is not being reproduced. 
 
4-O:  Reference to a Floodplain Construction Permit has been made in 

Section 2.4.1.3, Facility Construction, of this FEIS. 
 
 

4-L 

4-M 

4-N 

4-O 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
 

 

4-P:  This change has been incorporated in the FEIS.  Please refer to 
Section 2.4.1.3, Facility Construction, of this FEIS. 

 
4-Q:  Changes were made to incorporate this type of boat dock flotation 

into Section 2.4.1.3, Facility Construction, of this FEIS.   
 
4-R:  The KDOW preference for a no discharge type restroom facility has 

been asserted in this FEIS in Section 2.4.1.3, Facility Construction, 
and Section 3.2.10, Waste Management. 

 
4-S:  This change has been noted in this FEIS.  Please refer to Section 

2.4.1.3.1, War Fork and Steer Fork, of this FEIS.  This change has 
also been noted for the Sturgeon Creek, 8.5 mgd and 3.5 mgd 
alternatives.  

 
4-T:  These changes have been incorporated in Section 3.2.2.2, 

Environmental Consequences, of this FEIS.  Please refer to that 
section of this FEIS. 

4-P 

4-Q 

4-R 

4-S 

4-T 
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 4-U:  If a reservoir is chosen as the action to be taken, and the War Fork 

and Steer Fork site is chosen as the project location, maintaining the 
viability of the downstream trout fishery would likely be a 
requirement instituted during the KDOW permitting process.  
Flows, DO levels, and water temperatures could all be controlled to 
achieve this goal.  The project proponents are committed to working 
with the KDOW and the Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Resources during implementation of the proposed project. 

 
4-V:  It is the intent of the project proponents to install a multi-level or 

multi-port intake to be able to exercise some control over the values 
of the water quality parameters in question in the water released 
downstream.  As the commenter notes, outflowing DO levels may 
require enhancement by aerators, physical steps, weirs, or other 
means.  The specific device(s) for doing so would begin to be 
developed in the permitting process with KDOW, and would be 
further developed and finalized when the project plans and 
specifications are finalized. 

 
4-W:  It is very much in the interest of the project proponents, managers, 

and beneficiaries to ensure that nutrient inputs to the lake from 
surrounding land uses, including recreational infrastructure and 
activities, are minimized.  No sewage would be permitted to flow 
into the lake.  No shoreline lots would be permitted, as the 300-foot 
buffer zone surrounding the proposed reservoir would restrict such 
development.  Runoff from the parking lot and/or campground 
would be handled by drainage controls and best management 
practices (BMP).  Specific measures to reduce nutrient input into 
the reservoir would also be developed in cooperation with KDOW. 

 
4-X:  Development of a reservoir model to predict lake conditions and the 

measures necessary to achieve the desired water temperature and 
DO levels in the outflow from the dam would be premature at this 
time.  Once a decision is made on the action to be taken, and if that 
action involves the construction of a reservoir, development of such 
a model, if necessary, would be addressed at upcoming stages of the 
project, including the engineering design phase, permitting, and 
approval. 

 

4-U 

4-V 

4-W 

4-X 

4-Y 

4-Z 
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 4-Y:  Comment noted. 

 
4-Z:  An emphasis on lake-based recreation has been asserted in this 

sentence.  An increase in recreation in and along War Fork, Steer 
Fork, or Sturgeon Creek would not be considered as new 
opportunities, just an increase in those that are currently available. 

 
4-AA:  As discussed in Section 2.4.1, Dam and Reservoir, Proposed 

Action, of the DEIS, development and certain land uses would be 
restricted within the 300-foot buffer zone surrounding the lake.  
Certain recreation facilities, however, may be developed within 
the buffer zone.  If a reservoir is chosen as the action to be taken, 
and the War Fork and Steer Fork site is the chosen location, the 
USFS would prepare an EA on the land exchange or SUP 
necessary for implementation of this alternative.  In the land 
exchange EA, USFS would investigate the alternative of retaining 
ownership of the land in and surrounding the buffer zone.  

 
4-BB:  Sections 3.2.11.2.1 through 3.2.11.2.3 of the DEIS discuss the 

environmental consequences on human health and safety, on a 
site-specific basis, in the event of a complete dam failure.  Please 
refer to these sections for more information. 

 
4-CC:  As stated in Sections 3.2.11.2.1 through 3.2.11.2.3 of the DEIS, 

the dam at the War Fork and Steer Fork site was preliminarily 
assigned a Class B (Moderate hazard) classification by the 
contracted engineer, and a dam at either of the Sturgeon Creek 
sites was assigned a Class C (High hazard) classification.  These 
classifications may change as more specific details for each 
alternative site are determined.  Classifications are largely 
determined based on downstream damage caused by a 
catastrophic failure in the dam.  Design criteria mentioned in the 
DEIS are not specifically for Class C structures. 

 
4-DD:  The KPR low, moderate, and high projections used in the Final 

Water Needs Analysis of the DEIS are now considered to be 
obsolete.  KPR now publishes only one set of population 
projections.  In view of these updated projections, population and 
water needs projections for Jackson County have been 

4-AA 

4-BB 

4-CC 

4-DD 

4-EE 

4-FF 
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

recalculated, and are presented in this FEIS in Section 1.2.1, Water 
Supply. 

 
4-EE:  The revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 

Supply, of this FEIS only calculates water needs in the year 2050.  
For this calculation, it is assumed that 85 percent of the population 
will be served by a public water supplier in that year. 

 
4-FF:  Berea College’s projected water needs were removed from the 

revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 
Supply, of this FEIS. 

 
4-GG:  The Final Water Needs Analysis, Appendix E of the DEIS, has 

been revised for this FEIS.  Therefore, the projection noted is now 
considered obsolete.  The revised analysis is presented in Section 
1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS. 

 
4-HH:  Please see response to comment 4-K. 
 
4-II:   We appreciate being informed of the gauge in the Cressmont 

drainage in Lee County.  KDOW states that runoff at this gauge is 
22 inches per year (IPY), or four IPY (22 percent) greater than the 
18 IPY at the Madison County gauge, which was the basis for 
calculating theoretical reservoir yield in this analysis.  If runoff and 
flows in War Fork are indeed greater than the amount used in the 
analysis, this would mean that reservoir yield would be greater as 
well.  Therefore, the analysis would have underestimated potential 
yield and/or the amount of water that could be passed through the 
proposed dam at this site to maintain in -stream functions and 
values downstream.     
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5-A:  RUS acknowledges that the Kentucky Heritage Council was critical 
of several aspects of the archaeological survey included as 
Appendix K in the DEIS.  If a reservoir is chosen as the action to be 
taken, the chosen site would subjected to additional archaeological 
investigation and analysis in keeping with those concerns and 
recommendations. 

 
5-B:  In order to achieve compliance with Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
would be signed with the Kentucky State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) concerning a phased identification approach for the 
reservoir site, should a reservoir be chosen as the action to be taken.  
The specific water transmission pipeline route would also be 
examined for its archaeological potential, especially in those 
segments that diverge from road rights-of-way (ROW). 

 
 
 

5-A 
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5-C:  It is incorrect to suggest that the archaeological report presents the 
“results of an opportunistic survey.”  As explained in Chapter 9 of 
Appendix K of the DEIS, archaeologists first identified the various 
topographic features present in each area.   Each topographic zone 
was then surveyed to obtain a representative sample to allow for the 
determination of the potential effects of the reservoir on historic 
properties.  To a large extent, the topography of each of the three 
project sites investigated in the DEIS dictated the field methods 
employed.  Data derived from the survey were examined as a means 
of determining how representative the survey results were of each 
proposed project area.    

 
Page K-95 of the archaeological report, Appendix K of the DEIS, 
notes that:  “…the current survey was designed only to examine a 
portion of each project area.  Once a final project location is 
selected…the remaining areas will need to be surveyed.”  RUS 
recognizes that survey work to date is preliminary and does not 
complete required archaeological field work.  If a reservoir is 
chosen as the action to be taken, areas that were not yet surveyed 
within the reservoir footprint will be surveyed. 

 
5-D:  Acreage for each of the areas surveyed is noted in Chapter 2 of 

Appendix K of the DEIS.  In addition, Table 21 in Chapter 9 of this 
appendix lists the total acreage examined by each field method for 
each of the reservoir sites surveyed.  The amount of acreage 
surveyed for each project area is also noted in Chapter 9.  The first 
paragraph of the Management Summary (p. K-5 of Appendix K of 
the DEIS) clearly states that:  

“Archaeological investigations…were designed to sample 
approximately 25 percent of each of the two proposed reservoir 
alternates to: 1) identify historic properties within the portion 
surveyed; 2) allow for predictions of relative impacts the 
proposed reservoir projects would have on historic properties in 
these two areas; and, 3) determine the potential for significant 
historic properties to be located in both project areas.” 
 

Chapters 4 and 9 of this appendix, as well as Table 21, state that 
several different survey methods were used in the archaeological 
field work.  
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5-E:  The pedestrian survey method is described on Page K-33 of Chapter 
4 of Appendix K of the DEIS.  Please refer to that page.  Pedestrian 
survey is a method commonly used in areas that either exhibit good 
surface visibility and/or are located on slopes steeper than 20 
percent.  The Kentucky SHPO Specifications for Archaeological 
Fieldwork allow for use of this method on sideslopes. 

 
5-F:  Shovel-testing on the steep sideslopes and rock bluffs that were 

surveyed by means of the intensive pedestrian would have been 
difficult or impossible due to the paucity or complete lack of soil.  
RUS respectfully disagrees that 41 acres at War Fork and 30 acres 
at Sturgeon Creek need to be re-surveyed by another method.  The 
Kentucky Heritage Council’s Specifications do permit pedestrian 
surveys in certain situations.  Therefore, RUS disagrees with the 
Council’s assertion that only 10 percent of the War Fork and Steer 
Fork site and 17 percent of the Sturgeon Creek project sites were 
surveyed adequately.  This difference will be worked out in the 
forthcoming MOA between RUS and the Council.     

 
5-G:  While the Council believe that site 15Ja473 at Sturgeon Creek is 

ineligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP), and warrants no further work, the archaeological 
consultants who discovered the site note the presence of up to 140 
centimeters of fine alluvial sediments in the immediate vicinity that 
could have the potential to contain intact deposits.  In addition, the 
presence of fire-cracked rock and the potential for intact 
subplowzone features suggest that, at the very least, test excavations 
be conducted to determine if such deposits do exist at the site.  This 
issue will be decided in the MOA between RUS and the Council.   

 

5-F 
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6-A:  Comment noted.  Potential environmental impacts resulting from 
the project were rated based on the significance criteria presented in 
Appendix C of the DEIS.  Additional analyses involving fish and 
wildlife resources have been conducted for this FEIS.  Other issues 
will be addressed during future stages of the project, including the 
engineering design phase, permitting, and approval. 

 
6-B:  Converting a natural stream into an impoundment was discussed in 

Section 3.2.2.2, Environmental Consequences, Surface and 
Groundwater Resources, of the DEIS, and was rated as a moderately 
significant impact.  This impact was also discussed and rated as 
moderately significant in Section 3.2.4.2, Environmental 
Consequences, Biological Resources, of the DEIS, along with long-
term effects on downstream aquatic biota and riparian vegetation 
from changes in water temperature, reduced DO, and reduced water 
flows.  Only the War Fork and Steer Fork project site currently has 
noteworthy fishing activity (for stocked trout).  This fishery would 
either be replaced or augmented by the lake-based fishery. 

 
6-C:  Both the development of lake habitat and subsequent gain in 

lacustrine fish species were given moderately significant impact 
ratings in the DEIS, based on the significance criteria listed in 
Appendix C of the DEIS.  Recreational opportunities would be 
created by the development of a lake, although not to the extent to 
meet all of the projected recreation needs of Jackson County and the 
surrounding region. 

 
6-D:  As discussed in Section 1.2.2, Recreation Needs, of the DEIS, there 

is currently a deficiency in camping, hiking, swimming, and 
picnicking facilities in Jackson County and the region, and 
increasing needs for these facilities in the future.  While a proposed 
reservoir in Jackson County would not meet all of the projected 
recreation needs for the region, it would serve to meet a fraction of 
these needs, and would be used by residents of the County and the 
region. 

 
6-E:  Section 3.2.2, Surface and Groundwater Resources, of the DEIS 

notes the potential for several downstream hydrological and aquatic 
effects to occur, and rates such effects as moderately significant.   

6-A 

6-B 

6-C 

6-D 

6-E 



 

Page O-27 

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

However, until a decision is made regarding the action to be taken, 
it would be premature to conduct an Instream Flow Study.  If the 
construction of a reservoir is chosen as the action to be taken, such a 
study may be conducted in conjunction with State and Federal 
permit applications, or imposed as a condition in State and/or 
Federal permits and conducted prior to, during, or after completion 
of the impoundment. 
 

6-F:  A full wetlands delineation, based on the 1987 USACE manual, and 
utilizing the three accepted criteria of wetlands, hydric soils, 
hydrophytic vegetation, and wetland hydrology, has been conducted 
for this FEIS, and is included as Appendix U. 

 
6-G:  Until a final decision has been made regarding the action to be 

taken, it would be premature to investigate and commit to site-
specific mitigation measures.  Should a dam and reservoir 
alternative be chosen as the action to be taken, mitigation for 
biological resources and unique habitats would be developed in 
consultation with State and Federal agencies during the permitting 
process. 

 
 

6-F 
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7-A:  Implementation of Jackson County’s Area Solid Waste 
Management Plan is the responsibility of the Jackson County Fiscal 
Court.  As noted throughout Section 3.2.10, Waste Management, of 
the DEIS, proper implementation of the plan would be necessary for 
proper project-related waste management. 

 

7-A 



 

Page O-29 

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
 8-A:  Based on the revised water needs analysis presented in Section 

1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on comments received on the 
DEIS from agencies and the public, alternatives were reassessed as 
to whether they met the revised water needs for Jackson and 
surrounding counties.  Additional alternatives were evaluated in this 
FEIS and either eliminated from further study or considered to be 
reasonable for further analysis.  Please refer to Section 2.0, 
Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of this FEIS for a more 
detailed discussion.  Those alternatives considered to be reasonable 
for further study are evaluated in Section 3.0, Environmental 
Analysis, of this FEIS. 

 
8-B:  The negative impacts on rivers both above and below dams due to 

stream flow regulation by impoundment are discussed in Sections 
3.2.2, Surface and Groundwater Resources/Quantity and Quality, 
3.2.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIS. 

8-A 

8-B 



 

Page O-30 

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
 

 
 
 

8-C:  Comment noted.  Until a final decision has been made regarding the 
action to be taken, it is premature to investigate and commit to site-
specific mitigation measures.  Should a dam and reservoir be chosen 
as the action to be taken, mitigation for biological resources and 
ecosystem functions would be developed in consultation with State 
and Federal agencies during the permitting process. 

 
8-D:  Comment noted.  Until a final decision has been made regarding the 

action to be taken, it is premature to investigate and commit to site-
specific mitigation measures.  If a dam and reservoir alternative is 
chosen as the action to be taken, such measures as those listed in the 
comment may be conducted in conjunction with State and Federal 
permit applications, or may be imposed as a condition in State 
and/or Federal permits and conducted prior to, during, or after 
completion of the reservoir. 

 
8-E:  It would be premature, at this time, to present a plan for the 

proposed multi-level water intake.  Such a plan would only be 
developed if a reservoir is chosen as the action to be taken, and the 
engineering design phase for the proposed dam and associated 
structures is undertaken.  However, it should be noted that the 
project proponents, as well as RUS, have firmly asserted a 
commitment to the use of a multi-level water intake. 

 
8-F:  A full wetlands delineation, based on the 1987 USACE manual, has 

been completed and is included as Appendix U of this FEIS.  Until a 
final decision is made regarding the action to be taken, development 
of a comprehensive mitigation plan for wetlands would be 
premature.  Should a dam and reservoir be chosen as the action to 
be taken, a mitigation plan would be developed during the 
upcoming stages of project design, permitting, and approval. 
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9-A:  Comment noted. 
 
9-B:  The commenter’s name and address appeared on the mailing list for 

the DEIS and a copy of the DEIS was sent to that address.   

9-A 
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9-C:  All of these issues are discussed in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of 
this FEIS.  Please refer to this section, and references to the DEIS, 
for information on these topics. 

 
9-D:  A water conservation factor of 10 percent was calculated into the 

revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 
Supply, of this FEIS.  Please refer to this Section. 
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9-E:  Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of the DEIS 
examines available or developable water supply sources in Jackson 
County, including groundwater resources and the expansion of 
existing water resources.  Please refer this section for further 
information on these alternatives.  Management of multiple, smaller 
lakes for water quality would prove to be more difficult and costly 
than management of a single reservoir.  Administration of water from 
multiple lakes would still require adequate treatment, and would 
probably need to be transported to the JCWA Treatment Plant.  A 
larger number of smaller lakes would not necessarily be more 
compatible with the environment than a single, larger reservoir.  The 
edge effects of multiple lakes would fragment more natural habitat, 
which is not a desirable outcome ecologically.  In addition, financial 
costs of a larger number of reservoirs would be much higher, given 
permitting issues, site acquisition and preparation, and maintenance.   

 
9-F:  Population projections were revised for Jackson County in this FEIS.  

The new projections consider recent trends in growth.  Refer to 
Section 1.2.1.2.2, Population Projections, of this FEIS. 

 
9-G:  Berea College’s projected water needs were removed from the 

revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 
Supply, of this FEIS. 

 
9-H:  The revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 

Supply, of this FEIS discusses projected water needs of Jackson 
County only and regional needs separately.  Alternatives have been 
reassessed in terms of these revised needs and as to whether they 
meet only Jackson County’s needs or those of Jackson County and 
the region.  Please refer to Sections 2.0, Alternatives Including the 
Proposed Action, and 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS. 

 
9-I:  The regional aspects of the Jackson County Lake Project proposal 

were included in the Notice of Intent (NOI) and clearly stated in the 
DEIS.  Language regarding the regional perspective was clearly 
stated in the summary of the NOI:  “The primary scope of the EIS is 
to evaluate the environmental impacts of and alternatives to the 
Jackson County Water Association’s applications for financial 
assistance to provide water supply for the residents of Jackson and 
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surrounding counties” (62 FR 41336, August 1, 1997).  A regional 
alternative, Sturgeon Creek, 8.5 mgd, was evaluated in the DEIS.  
Therefore, the commenter’s request for a re -scoping is viewed by 
RUS to be unnecessary, as it was clearly stated as one of the 
primary purposes of the proposal. 

 
9-J:  Figures for water consumption from the Kentucky PSC are based on 

customer billing data and do not include line losses (Lee, 2000).  
Appendix B, Water Rate Calculations, of Appendix E, Final Water 
Needs Analysis, of the EIS provides computations of per capita use 
rates for Jackson County and for the Kentucky PSC.  As shown by 
these tables, residential per capita water use rates do not include line 
losses or unaccounted for water. 

 
9-K:  The revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 

Supply, of this FEIS does not include the low, medium, and high 
growth scenarios used in the Final Water Needs Analysis of the 
DEIS.  Instead, only the most probable water needs scenario, which 
includes a most probable industrial water use rate, was calculated.  
Please refer to Section 1.2.1 for more information.  The role of the 
EZ is to attract industries that are suitable to the economic and 
infrastructure conditions of Jackson County.  Industries requiring 
high water consumption have numerous alternatives within 
Kentucky (e.g., along the Ohio River) in which they could locate.  
Such industries would likely explore development options in these 
locations before considering Jackson County.   

 
9-L:  Please refer to Section 1.2.1.2.1, Projected Water Consumption 

Rates, of this FEIS for an exp lanation of the use of 67 gpd as the 
residential per capita use rate. 

 
9-M:  A water conservation factor of 10 percent, which was determined 

to be reasonable for Jackson County, was calculated into the 
revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 
Supply, of this FEIS.  Please refer to this section. 

 
9-N:  Most distribution lines are placed in existing road ROW and are 

temporary construction projects.  Impacts of such projects would 

9-I 

9-J 

9-K 

9-L 

9-M 



 

Page O-35 

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
 

 

be similar to those presented in the DEIS for the raw water 
transmission main leading from the proposed reservoir to the JCWA 
Treatment Plant, and are not likely to be significant.  Economic/ 
business conditions in Jackson County are not likely to attract water-
intensive industries.  Therefore, impacts on wastewater treatment and 
infrastructure would be minimal.  Incremental addition of housing 
units is not likely to be a significant factor.  Most homes will utilize 
on-site water disposal systems  and will be on scattered lots, 
minimizing the potential for significant water quality issues. 

 
9-O:  Section 3.2.2, Surface and Groundwater Resources, of the DEIS 

discusses the combined use of a reservoir for drinking water and 
recreational purposes.  Generally, water treatment plants are able to 
handle these combined uses using typical, or in some cases, altered, 
treatment technologies.  In addition, use of a multi-level water intake 
structure may help to avoid uptake of accidental fuel or oil spills.  
Please refer to Section 3.2.2 of the DEIS for further information.  It 
may even be arguable that allowing primary contact recreation in a 
drinking water reservoir would lead to higher water quality arriving 
at the treatment plant because greater care would be taken to protect 
the water quality to which recreationalists would be exposed (Lange, 
2000b). 

 
9-P:  Reservoir drawdown may curtail recreational use of the reservoir 

during certain times of the year.  Reservoir drawdown would be 
highest during low-flow periods, from late summer to early fall.   

 
9-Q:  As stated in Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, 

of the DEIS, alternatives considered in detail should meet the 
projected desire for additional recreational opportunities, but not 
meeting this desire would not eliminate an alternative from further 
consideration.  As stated in the response to comment 9-O above, 
Section 3.2.2, Surface and Groundwater Resources, of the DEIS 
discusses the combined use of a reservoir for drinking water and 
recreational purposes.  Please refer to Section 3.2.2 of the DEIS for 
further information. 

 
9-R:  The commenter is correct that meeting the recreational needs for 

picnicking, hiking, and camping is not dependent on the creation of 

9-N 
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a reservoir.  However, as mentioned in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, not 
meeting the desire to have increased recreational opportunities 
would not exclude an alternative from further consideration.  
Therefore, recreation does not serve as a causal agent for 
elimination of alternatives in the EIS. 

 
9-S:  RUS cannot dictate the development of watershed planning or land 

management for water quality protection of the reservoir.  Section 
3.2.8, Land Use, of the DEIS discusses the current land uses and 
activities surrounding the proposed reservoir sites, and also 
discusses potential impacts of these land uses on the reservoir.  
Most of the land surrounding the preferred War Fork and Steer Fork 
site (3.5 mgd) is public land managed by the USFS.  USFS 
management of these lands would severely restrict residential 
development in the immediate vicinity of the reservoir.  If a land 
exchange with the USFS is conducted, as part of the associated EA, 
USFS may investigate the option of retaining ownership of the 
buffer zone around the lake, and acquiring ownership of privately-
owned land within the buffer zone. 

 
9-T:  Pumped storage alternatives were reevaluated in this FEIS.  Please 

refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, 
and Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS for more 
information. 

 
9-U:  Obtaining water from Wood Creek Lake Water District has been 

added as a reasonable alternative in this FEIS.  The distance of 
Berea College from the JCWA Treatment Plant would make this 
alternative too costly to be considered a reasonable alternative. 

 
9-V:  Certain combinations of alternatives are considered in this FEIS.  

Water conservation has been incorporated into the revised water 
needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this 
FEIS.  Due to the highly speculative nature of groundwater supplies 
in Jackson County (refer to Section 2.1.1, Groundwater 
Development, of the DEIS), a combination of groundwater and 
conservation would not be expected to meet even the revised 
projected water demands.  This FEIS also examines the option of 
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including McKee’s two reservoirs among Jackson County’s water 
supply facilities. 

 
9-W: Water needs projections were revised and are presented in this FEIS 

in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply.  RUS has determined that the 
information provided in this FEIS, while extensive on some issues, 
does not warrant republication of the DEIS. 

 
9-X:  During low flow periods, the outflow from the dam must equal the 

inflow into the reservoir.  Please refer to Section 3.2.2.2, 
Environmental Consequences, of this FEIS for more information on 
this requirement.  Potential impacts downstream of the War Fork 
and Steer Fork, 3.5 mgd project site are described in Section 
3.2.2.2.1, War Fork and Steer Fork, of the DEIS.  The status of the 
Wild and Scenic Study River segment of War Fork should not be 
affected by an upstream dam and reservoir because the USFS has 
proposed a “Scenic” classification  for this segment.  The Scenic 
value of the segment would be unaffected by regulated flows.  Refer 
to Sections 3.2.2.1.1 and 3.2.2.2.1, War Fork and Steer Fork, of the 
DEIS for more information on this segment. 

 
9-Y:  Mitigation measures are included in the DEIS for each resource 

area, where appropriate.  Further mitigation would be developed 
and committed to once a final decision regarding the proposed 
action has been made, and a project location has been determined.  
Mitigation would also be developed in consultation with State and 
Federal agencies during the permitting process. 

 
9-Z.  Comment noted.  Based on the revised water needs analysis 

presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on 
comments received on the DEIS from agencies and the public, 
alternatives were reassessed as to whether they met the revised 
water needs for Jackson and surrounding counties.  Additional 
alternatives were evaluated in this FEIS and either eliminated from 
further study or considered to be reasonable for further analysis.  
Please refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed 
Action, of this FEIS for a more detailed discussion.  Those 
alternatives considered to be reasonable for further study are 
evaluated in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS. 
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10-A:  Comment noted. 
 
10-B:  Population projections indicate that Jackson County has a 

growing population.  As the population of Jackson County 
continues to grow, these new residents will need to be hooked up 
to the community water supplies.  Therefore, although the 
current annual attachment rate to the community’s water 
supplies may not be sustained, the rate will still be somewhat 
proportional to the population growth rate of the County.  It was 
inferred that the commenter thought attachment rates were used 
as exponential population projections for the water needs 
analysis.  This is not correct.  Attachment rates served to show 
the percent of the total projected population of Jackson County 
accounted for in the water needs analysis. 

 
10-C:  Please refer to Section 1.2.1.2.1, Projected Water Consumption 

Rates, of this FEIS for an explanation of the use of 67 gpd as the 
residential per capita use rate. 

 
10-D:  The KPR low, moderate, and high projections used in the DEIS 

are now considered to be obsolete.  KPR now publishes only one 
set of population projections.  In view of these updated 
projections, population projections for Jackson County have 
been recalculated, and are presented in this FEIS in Section 
1.2.1.2.2, Population Projections. 

 
10-E:  The revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, 

Water Supply, of this FEIS does not include the low, medium, 
and high growth scenarios used in the DEIS.  Instead, only the 
most probable water needs scenario was calculated.  Please refer 
to Section 1.2.1 for more information.   

 
10-F:  Regional water needs have been recalculated to be 42 percent of 

the revised projected water needs of Jackson County, due to the 
elimination of Berea College’s water needs. 

 
10-G:  Refer to the response to comment 12-E.  In the revised water 

needs analysis, presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this 
FEIS, only the most probable water needs scenario, which 
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included a most probable industrial use rate, was calculated.  
Please refer to Section 1.2.1 for more information.   

 
10-H:  Comment noted.  The revised water needs analysis was 

developed in coordination with the Kentucky Rural Water 
Association, the Kentucky PSC, and the Engineering and 
Environmental Staff of the RUS.  

 
10-I:  The Final Recreation Needs Analysis for the Proposed Jackson 

County Lake Project, Appendix F of the DEIS, used the most 
current and accurate recreational data obtainable to calculate 
recreational needs within Jackson County and the surrounding 
region.  A need for additional swimming, camping, hiking, and 
picnicking facilities was found.  Although a reservoir is not 
necessary to supply these facilities, recreation is not the primary 
purpose for the proposed project, and cannot be used to 
eliminate alternatives from further consideration.  Although the 
proposed reservoir at the War Fork and Steer Fork site may 
flood potential hiking territory, it would not flood a significant 
portion of such territory.   

 
10-J:  The recreational needs analysis  (Appendix F of the DEIS) used a 

75-mile radius around Jackson County, which included facilities 
within the County, to represent a recreation supply study area.  
Costs for construction of the recreational facilities are included 
in the new cost estimates prepared for each of the dam and 
reservoir sites, and are presented in this FEIS in Section 2.4.1.1, 
Site Preparation.  Line item cost estimates are included in this 
FEIS as Appendix Q.   

 
10-K:  As stated in Section 2.4.1.2, Site Preparation, of the DEIS, a 

new access road would be constructed for access to the site both 
during construction and over the lifetime of the dam and 
reservoir.  Construction costs for this access road are part of the 
project costs provided in Section 2.4.1.1, Site Description, of 
this FEIS.  Road access to the War Fork and Steer Fork site and 
associated recreational facilities is discussed in Section 3.2.9, 
Transportation, of the DEIS, and potential roadways to be used 
for recreation access are provided in Table 3.2.9-6 of the DEIS. 
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10-L:  Should a reservoir be constructed in Jackson County, it would provide 
additional recreational opportunities for the County and the region.  

 
10-M:  The segment of War Fork downstream of Turkey Foot Campground 

to the confluence with Station Camp Creek has been proposed for 
classification as “Scenic” by the USFS.  The basis for this 
classification is discussed in Section 3.2.2.1.1, War Fork and Steer 
Fork, of the DEIS.  The scenic value of this segment would likely be 
unaffected by regulated flows.  Changes in water temperature, stream 
flow, and sedimentation resulting from the project are discussed in 
Section 3.2.2.2, Environmental Consequences, of the DEIS. 

 
10-N:  Not all of the sources of funding for the project that were listed in the 

DEIS are certain.  After publication of the Final EI S and ROD, some 
funders may opt not to help finance the project.  However, even if the 
project’s capital costs were to be entirely funded by grants and loans 
from outside Jackson County, water rates would still rise substantially.  
Depending on the alternative selected, monthly rates could rise by 15 
to over 50 percent.  A discussion of the impacts on water rates per 
alternative is provided in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of this 
FEIS. 

 
10-O:  Obtaining treated water from Wood Creek Lake Water District has 

been added as a reasonable alternative in this FEIS.  Refer to Sections 
2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, and 3.0, 
Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS for more information. 

 
10-P:  Existing water supplies in Jackson County were incorporated into the 

revised water needs projections presented in Section 1.2.1.4, Projected 
Water Needs, of this FEIS. 

 
10-Q:  Please refer to the response to comment 10-O.  If this alternative is 

chosen as the action to be taken, expansion of the JCWA Treatment 
Plant would not go forward.  Plans are currently underway to upgrade 
the Wood Creek Water District Treatment Plant.  This is further 
discussed in Section 2.4.2.6, Wood Creek Lake Pipeline, of this FEIS. 
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10-R:  A pipeline to an existing water supply source would not necessarily 
be more readily expandable than a reservoir due to the costs involved.  
The existing pipeline would have to be replaced by one with a larger 
dia meter, requiring different valves and other structures over its entire 
length.   

 
10-S:  The commenter is correct in that, as stated in Section 2.4.1.4, Facility 

Operation, of the DEIS, restrictions may be placed on the use of 
motor-operated boats on the reservoir.  Impacts of the recreational 
facilities to be provided by the reservoir on the economy of Jackson 
County are provided in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the DEIS. 

 
10-T:  Obtaining treated water from Wood Creek Lake Water District has 

been added as a reasonable alternative in this FEIS.  Refer to Sections 
2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, and 3.0, 
Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS for more information. 

 

10-T 
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11-A:  Comment noted. 
 
11-B:  Based on the revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, 

Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on comments received on the DEIS 
from agencies and the public, alternatives were reassessed as to 
whether they met the revised water needs for Jackson and surrounding 
counties.  Additional alternatives were evaluated in this FEIS and 
either eliminated from further study or considered to be reasonable for 
further analysis.  Please refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the 
Proposed Action, of this FEIS for a more detailed discussion.  Those 
alternatives considered to be reasonable for further study are evaluated 
in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS.  Obtaining 
treated water from Wood Creek Lake Water District has been added as 
a reasonable alternative in this FEIS.   

 
 

11-A 

11-B 
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11-C:  The KPR low, moderate, and high projections used in the DEIS are 
now considered to be obsolete.  KPR now publishes only one set of 
population projections.  In view of these updated projections, 
population projections for Jackson County have been recalculated, 
and are presented in this FEIS in Section 1.2.1.2.2, Population 
Projections.  These new population projection take into account 
recent trends in population growth in Jackson County. 

 
11-D:  The Final Recreational Needs Analysis for the Jackson County Lake 

Project, Appendix F of the DEIS, documented a deficiency in 
camping, hiking, swimming, and picnicking facilities now, and 
increasing needs for these facilities in the future.  Swimming pools, 
both small private pools and larger public ones, meet a different kind 
of recreational need than do lakes.  Swimming pools are typically 
used for swimming as sport or physical fitness, playing in the water, 
and sunbathing.  A reservoir not only presents a more natural setting 
for swimming and water contact, but is also available to other kinds 
of recreation, including boating, canoeing, fishing from shore and/or 
boat, wildlife observation, hiking, and sight-seeing.  In addition, the 
construction of swimming pools around the County would require 
different funding than that designated for the reservoir, and would 
most likely come from local sources.  In any case, the primary 
purpose of the proposed reservoir is for water supply; any swimming 
that may occur at the reservoir would be an incidental benefit of the 
facility.   

 
 

 

11-C 

11-D 
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11-E:  It was inferred that the commenter is referring to costs associated with 
treating water, which has come from a recreational use reservoir, for 
drinking purposes.  Primary contact recreation, such as swimming, 
would likely have no appreciable effect on water treatment costs 
because water treatment plants are already treating for any 
contaminants that contact recreation may introduce.  In addition, it 
may be arguable that allowing primary contact recreation in a drinking 
water reservoir would lead to higher water quality arriving at the 
treatment plant because greater care would be taken to protect the 
water quality to which recreationalists would be exposed (Lange, 
2000b). 

 
11-F:  Section 3.2.2, Surface and Groundwater Resources, of the DEIS 

discusses the combined use of a reservoir for drinking water and 
recreational purposes.  Generally, water treatment plants are able to 
handle these combined uses using typical, or in some cases, altered, 
treatment technologies.  In addition, use of a multi-level water intake 
structure may help to avoid uptake of accidental fuel or oil spills.  
Please refer to Section 3.2.2 of the DEIS for further information.   

 
11-G:  The segment of War Fork upstream of Turkey Foot Campground, 

there the proposed War Fork and Steer Fork dam and reservoir would 
be located, was not recommended for inclusion into the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System.  The segment of War Fork downstream of 
Turkey Foot Campground to the confluence with Station Camp Creek 
has been proposed for classification as “Scenic” by the USFS.  The 
basis for this classification is discussed in Section 3.2.2.1.1, War Fork 
and Steer Fork, of the DEIS.  The scenic value of this segment would 
likely be unaffected by regulated flows.  Comment noted.  
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11-H:  The DEIS discusses the potential short- and long-term impacts on 
Turkey Foot Campground, and recreation associated with that 
Campground, in Section 2.3.6, Recreation.   
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11-I:  Potential impacts resulting from the project were evaluated according 
to the significance criteria listed in Appendix C of the DEIS.  A 
discussion on how these criteria were developed is also provided in 
Appendix C.  Comment noted. 

 
11-J:  The endangered bats survey and the spring 2000 survey for the 

running buffalo clover have been completed and are included in this 
FEIS as Appendix T. 

 
11-K:  A visual reconnaissance was performed at the proposed War Fork 

and Steer Fork site due to concerns of reported limestone outcrops in 
the vicinity of the site.  The geologic report from the visual 
reconnaissance is provided in the FEIS as Appendix P, and is 
discussed in Section 3.2.1, Geology/Soils, of this FEIS. 

 

11-I 
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11-L:  If a reservoir is decided as the action to be taken, and the War Fork 
and Steer Fork site is chosen as the reservoir site, the USFS will 
prepare an EA on the necessary land exchange or SUP for the 
project.  This EA would include specific information concerning 
the exchange, if it is to be conducted, and the environmental 
impacts of the proposal. 

 
11-M:  As discussed in Section 3.2.6, Recreation, of the DEIS, Turkey 

Foot Campground would be heavily impacted during construction 
of the dam and reservoir at the War Fork and Steer Fork project 
site.  The swimming area might not be useable during this time, and 
fishing would be limited due to water quality issues.  Turkey Foot 
Campground could also be adversely impacted over the lifetime of 
the dam and reservoir due to changes in water quality and flows.  
However, new recreation facilities would be constructed around, 
and other recreational opportunities would be supplied by, the 
proposed reservoir.  See Section 3.2.6 of the DEIS for more 
detailed information. 

 
11-N:  Although the number of recreation-associated jobs created by the 

reservoir would be insignificant, due to the self-serve nature of 
most proposed facilities and recreation opportunities, the 
availability of additional water in Jackson County would provide an 
incentive for industry to locate in the County.  Currently, the 
primary inhibitor to growth of industry in Jackson County is the 
provision of utilities such as water.  This and other direct economic 
benefits that would be derived from the proposed reservoir are 
discussed in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the DEIS. 

 
11-O:  New cost estimates were prepared for each of the dam and 

reservoir sites, and for a pipeline from Wood Creek Lake and Lock 
14 of the Kentucky River, and are included in this FEIS in Section 
2.0.  Line item cost estimates are included in this FEIS as Appendix 
Q.  These new estimates include land acquisition costs for the 
buffer zone and potential maximum flood area of the reservoir. 

 
11-P:  Refer to the responses to comments 11-O and 11-B above.   

11-L 
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12-A:  Comment noted.   
 
12-B:  All data used in the EIS is as site-specific and current as available.  

New cost estimates were prepared for each of the dam and reservoir 
sites, and for a pipeline from Wood Creek Lake and Lock 14 of the 
Kentucky River, and are included in this FEIS in Section 2.0.  Line 
item cost estimates are included in this FEIS as Appendix Q.   

 
12-C:  The Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) prohibits the harming of 

any species listed by the USFWS as being either threatened or 
endangered.  As stated in Section 3.2.4.3, Mitigation, and in Section 
5.0, Mitigation Summary, of the DEIS, informal consultation would 
be continued, or formal consultation undertaken, with the USFWS 
under Section 7 of the ESA, depending on the results of the surveys 
for threatened and endangered Species. 

 
12-D:  An explanation of the selection of the War Fork and Steer Fork 

reservoir site as the USDA, RUS preferred alternative is given in 
Section 2.6, Preferred Alternative, of the DEIS. 

 
12-E:  Based on the revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, 

Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on comments received on the DEIS 
from agencies and the public, alternatives were reassessed as to 
whether they met the revised water needs for Jackson and 
surrounding counties.  Additional alternatives were evaluated in this 
FEIS and either eliminated from further study or considered to be 
reasonable for further analysis.  Please refer to Section 2.0, 
Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of this FEIS for a more 
detailed discussion.  Those alternatives considered to be reasonable 
for further study are evaluated in Section 3.0, Environmental 
Analysis, of this FEIS.   

 
12-F:  Most of the issues cited by the commenter were not discussed in the 

cumulative impacts section because, along with many other issues 
that might conceivably be listed, they were not considered likely to 
generate noteworthy or significant cumulative impacts within the 
spatial and temporal periods established for the cumulative impacts 
analysis (the region of influence, or ROI).  For example, with regard 
to threatened and endangered species, no cumulative impacts are 

12-A 

12-B 

12-C 

12-D 
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apparent, in part because the project itself is not expected to adversely 
impact any sensitive species.  With regard to forest habitat, a dam and 
reservoir at the War Fork and Steer Fork site would permanently 
eliminate only 0.07 percent of the bottomland or cove hardwood forest 
on the DBNF.  None of the other projects, actions, or long-term trends 
within the cumulative impacts ROI, when combined with this removal, 
would produce substantial impacts.  Likewise, the Jackson County 
Lake Project is not likely to trigger any impacts related to the 
introduction and propagation of exotic species.   

 
While the issues cited by the commenter are not discussed individually 
in the text of Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, they are each considered 
in the summary tables of short and long-term cumulative impacts 
related to the project.  Please refer to these tables.   

 
12-G:  The expansion of the JCWA Treatment Plant, if it occurs, would be 

funded by a RUS loan, which has already been approved.  Additional 
water distribution lines would be funded by the JCWA, and by 
increases in user water rates. 

 
12-H:  South Madison Water Association currently purchases all of their 

water from Berea College Water Utility Department (Williams, 2000c).  
As noted in Section 1.2.1.3, Regional Demands, of the DEIS, Berea 
College is in need for an additional water supply.  In addition, the costs 
of construction and operation of a pipeline from Berea College to the 
JCWA Treatment Plant would be very large, given the distance 
between the two water utilities and pumping costs over Big Hill. 

 
12-I:  Projected water needs for Jackson County and the surrounding region 

were revised for this FEIS, and are presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 
Supply, of this FEIS.  Based on the revised water needs analysis and on 
comments received on the DEIS from agencies and the public, 
alternatives were reassessed as to whether they met the revised water 
needs.  Additional alternatives were evaluated in this FEIS and either 
eliminated from further study or considered to be reasonable for further 
analysis.  Please refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the 
Proposed Action, of this FEIS for a more detailed discussion.  Those 
alternatives considered to be reasonable for further study are evaluated  

12-E 
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12-G 

12-H 

12-I 

12-J 



 

Page O-51 

 
Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 

in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS. 
 
12-J:  Most of the issues mentioned here are not truly significant to the action in 

question (see 40 CFR 1500.2 (b)).  If a reservoir is chosen as the action to 
be taken, and the War Fork and Steer Fork site is chosen as the final 
reservoir location, the amount of clearing that would be necessary would 
have a negligible impact on climate, pollution control, pollination, 
medicinal plants, carbon sequestration, water filtration, food, and flood 
control.  In addition, the USFS would conduct an EA on the land exchange 
or SUP, which would assess any relevant impacts of these actions on the 
environment. 

 
12-K:  Water distribution lines are continually being replaced and/or expanded 

in Jackson County, as elsewhere.  This is typically paid for by a mix of 
loan and grant money, in addition to increases in water rates.  A water rate 
increase of 5.5 percent went into effect in June, 2000, which will pay for 
the upgrade and expansion of the JCWA water treatment plant, or other 
water system projects.  The JCWA board considered this an acceptable 
increase (Williams, 2000d). 

 
12-L:  An explanation for the use of the 15 percent line loss factor in the water 

needs analysis is presented in Section 1.2.1.4, Projected Water Needs, of 
this FEIS. 

 
12-M:  The KPR low, moderate, and high projections used in the Final Water 

Needs Analysis of the DEIS are now considered to be obsolete.  KPR now 
publishes only one set of population projections.  In view of these updated 
projections, projections for Jackson County have been recalculated, and 
are presented in this FEIS in Section 1.2.1.2.2, Population Projections. 

 
12-N:  As noted in Section 1.2.1.2.1, Projected Water Consumption Rates, of 

the DEIS, industrial development was projected by the Jackson County-
McKee Industrial Development Authority.  Please refer to that section of 
the DEIS for more information.  

 
12-O:  Impacts on Prime Farmlands and Farmlands of Statewide Importance are 

discussed in Section 3.2.8, Land Use, of the DEIS. 
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 12-P:  The Recreational Needs Analysis for the Proposed Jackson County 

Lake Project (Appendix F of the DEIS) used a 75-mile radius around 
Jackson County, which included facilities within Jackson County, to 
represent a recreation supply study area.  To quantify the facility 
supplies and needs of various recreation facilities, including 
camping, swimming, and picnicking, in the study area during the 
1989 to 1994 planning period, data from the 1989 KY Statewide 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) were used in the 
analysis.  See Section 1.2.2, Recreation Needs, of the DEIS. 

 
12-Q: Primary and secondary contact recreation, such as swimming and 

fishing, respectively, would likely have no appreciable effect on 
water treatment costs because treatment plants already treat for any 
contaminants that these types of recreation may introduce (Lange, 
2000b).  

 
12-R:  Based on the revised water needs presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 

Supply, of this FEIS, smaller reservoir alternatives and pumped 
storage alternatives have been reassessed in this FEIS.  Refer to 
Sections 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, and 3.0, 
Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS for more information. 

 
12-S:  A visual reconnaissance was performed at the proposed War Fork 

and Steer Fork site due to concerns of reported limestone outcrops in 
the vicinity of the site.  The geologic report from the visual 
reconnaissance is provided in the FEIS as Appendix P, and is 
discussed in Section 3.2.1, Geology/Soils, of this FEIS. 

 
12-T:  All data used in the EIS is as site-specific and current as available.  

New cost estimates were prepared for each of the dam and reservoir 
sites, and for a pipeline from Wood Creek Lake and Lock 14 of the 
Kentucky River, and are included in this FEIS in Section 2.0.  Line 
item cost estimates are included in this FEIS as Appendix Q.   

 
12-U:  Comment noted. 
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13-A:  The EIS was prepared in accordance with the requirements of NEPA.  
This project involves many important and complex environmental and 
social issues that needed to be addressed in the EIS.  In doing so, the 
study team made every effort to make the EIS as readable as possible.   

 
13-B:  A water needs analysis  was prepared for Jackson County prior to the 

DEIS, and is provided as Appendix E of the DEIS.  A revised water 
needs analysis has been prepared for the FEIS, and is presented in  
Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS. 

 
13-C: A water shortage is based on how much water is available for use.  A 

water need is independent of how much water is available; it is based 
on present or anticipated water consumption.  Although Section 
1.2.1.1, Historical Demands, of the DEIS discusses current water 
shortages  at each of Jackson County’s primary water suppliers, the 
water needs analysis is based on the amount of water that will be 
needed in the future.  In Section 1.2.1.2, Projected Demands, of this 
FEIS, the water needs analysis is broken down into sectors, including 
residential, commercial, and industrial water consumption. 

 
13-D: The commenter is correct that the construction period for building a 

pipeline from Wood Creek Lake to the JCWA Treatment Plant would 
be shorter than that for a dam and reservoir.  However, additional 
water supplies are currently being obtained through a pipeline from 
Laurel Fork.  Please refer to Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS 
for more information.  Although this is not a long-term solution, this 
additional water should provide for Jackson County during the 
construction of the dam and reservoir, should this alternative be 
chosen as the action to be taken. 

 
13-E:  New cost estimates were prepared for each of the dam and reservoir 

sites, and for a pipeline from Wood Creek Lake and Lock 14 of the 
Kentucky River, and are included in this FEIS in Section 2.0.  Line 
item cost estimates are included in the FEIS as Appendix Q.  

 
13-F:  The larger Sturgeon Creek reservoir would have a larger average yield 

(8.5 mgd), in contrast to the 3.5 mgd average yield of the smaller 
Sturgeon Creek site and the War Fork and Steer Fork site.  This larger 
yield would serve as a regional water supply for Jackson County and 
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for certain surrounding counties.  The larger cost of the Sturgeon Creek, 
8.5 mgd alternative reflects its larger size and its regional purpose. 

 
13-G:  Please refer to the response to comment 13-E above.  Costs for each 

reservoir alternative include the cost of a pipeline from the reservoir to 
the JCWA Treatment Plant.  The Wood Creek Lake alternative is 
discussed and evaluated in this FEIS in Sections 2.0, Alternatives 
Including the Proposed Action, and 3.0, Environmental Analysis.  

 
13-H:  Please refer to the response to comment 13-G above. 
 
13-I:  Comment noted. 
 
13-J:  Water needs may, in fact, be met by multiple, smaller containment units.  

However, the costs of constructing and maintaining a larger number of 
containment units, and treating water from them, would be prohibitive. 

 
13-K:  It was inferred that the commenter believes costs for transportation of 

water from multiple, smaller lakes would be less than such costs for a 
single, larger reservoir.  As water from any size lake would be first 
transported to the JCWA Treatment Plant for treatment, multiple 
smaller-diameter pipelines built from several locations would be more 
expensive due to greater construction, operation, and maintenance 
efforts.  In addition, a several smaller lakes would not necessarily be 
more compatible with the environment than a single, larger lake.  
Environmental impacts of a project can largely depend on the existing 
conditions at a site, such as whether Federally-listed species are present 
on the site, what the current land uses are, and so on.  Also, the edge 
effects of multiple lakes would fragment more natural habitat.  Financial 
costs of a several smaller lakes would be much higher, given permitting 
issues, site acquisition and preparation, and maintenance.  Although 
construction funds may partially be distributed locally, certain 
construction materials and specialized personnel, may still need to be 
obtained from out-of-County sources regardless of the lake size. 

 
13-L:  Rainwater falling on the region may, under ordinary circumstances, 

meet foreseeable domestic needs, but foreseeable commercial and 
industrial needs would not be met.  In addition, rainwater falling over a 
given year may not be of reliable quantity to meet projected water needs. 
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13-M: It was inferred by ‘controlling the watershed’ the commenter meant 
that by constructing multiple, small farm ponds within a watershed, a 
larger quantity and better quality of water would be captured than 
from one larger reservoir in that watershed.  There is a finite amount 
of water falling within any watershed.  This amount does not increase 
or decrease based on the number of lakes within a watershed.  
Management of multiple, smaller lakes for water quality would prove 
to be much more difficult and costly than management of a single 
reservoir.  Administration of water from multiple smaller lakes 
would still require adequate treatment, and would probably need to 
be transported to the JCWA Treatment Plant. Please refer to the 
response to comment 13-K above.  

 
13-N:  Installing cisterns and/or dry composting toilets in every household 

in Jackson County may decrease residential consumption rates, and 
thus, projected residential water demand, but it  would do nothing for 
commercial or industrial consumption rates and water demands.  See 
Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS. 

 
13-O:  The DEIS investigates all of the environmental issues related to 

constructing a dam and reservoir listed.  Please refer to Section 3.2 of 
the DEIS.  The size of the proposed reservoir is not the only factor in 
assessing environment impacts of a reservoir.  Impacts of a project 
heavily depend on the existing conditions at a site (see response 13-
K).  Each of the proposed alternative reservoirs would be less than 
one square mile in size, which in a regional or national context, 
would be considered a small facility. 

 
13-P:  The DEIS investigates all of the major environmental issues related 

to constructing a dam and reservoir listed in the comment.  See 
Section 3.2 of the DEIS. 

 
13-Q:  The commenter is correct that dam and reservoir projects typically 

have greater environmental impacts than do water pipeline projects.   
 
13-R:  As discussed in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the DEIS, there 

are many interdependent tools for rural economic development.  
Providing additional water supplies for Jackson County is only one 
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of these tools.  Some businesses and industry in Jackson County are 
currently unable to utilize their entire building space due to the lack 
of adequate water supplies for fire protection and other purposes.  
Attracting future industry to an area where business cannot fully 
utilize their investments would be difficult, if not impossible.  
Increased employment for recreation, tourism, and industry is also 
discussed in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of this DEIS. 

 
13-S:  Construction of a reservoir would not eliminate sightseeing as a form 

of tourism in Jackson County.  The proposed project may enhance 
this aspect of tourism by providing new habitat types for viewing and 
better-developed hiking trails and access.  Comment noted. 

 
13-T:  As explained in Section 3.2.14, Aesthetics, of the DEIS, construction 

activities associated with the dam and reservoir would significantly, 
but temporarily, degrade the visual quality of the project area.  Upon 
completion of construction activities, and for the duration of its 
lifetime, the appearance of the dam itself may reduce the visual 
quality of the area, but this adverse effect would be offset by the 
appearance of the reservoir, which would enhance the visual quality 
of the area.  Refer to Section 3.2.14, Aesthetics, of the DEIS for 
discussion of the visual quality impacts on the Wild and Scenic River 
Study segment downstream of the War Fork and Steer Fork site.   

 
13-U:  The DEIS analyzes the environmental and social impacts of a dam 

and reservoir, the primary purpose of which is to supply Jackson 
County with additional water.  Other tourism organizations may act 
to improve other aspects of the region.  Comment noted. 

 
13-V: The primary purpose of the dam and reservoir project is to provide 

Jackson County with additional water supplies to meet current and 
projected needs.  Recreation is a secondary purpose of the project, 
but as mentioned in Section 2.0 of the DEIS, not meeting the desire 
to have increased recreational opportunities would not exclude an 
alternative from further consideration.  The area immediately west of 
Jackson County was factored into the recreational needs analysis, 
which still found that there will be increasing needs for swimming 
and certain other recreation facilities in the future.  In addition, the 
construction of a lake does not preclude camping, hiking, or other 
“terrestrial” recreation; a reservoir may even attract such recreation. 



 

Page O-57 

 
Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 

14-A:  Comment noted. 

14-A 
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14-B:  The types of threatened and endangered species surveys used for this 

project, including bat mist-netting and cliffline surveys, are the 
recommended methods listed in the USFWS recovery plans for the 
species.  While no specimens were captured during these surveys, it is 
noted that these species may, indeed, forage within the proposed project 
areas.  From what is known of their life histories and feeding habits, 
however, it is unlikely that the creation of a reservoir of the sizes 
proposed in this EIS would adversely affect local populations of the 
species. 

 
14-C:  Projected water needs for Jackson County and the surrounding region 

were revised for this FEIS, and are presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 
Supply, of this FEIS.  Based on the revised water needs analysis and on 
comments received on the DEIS from agencies and the public, 
alternatives were reassessed as to whether they met the revised water 
needs for Jackson and surrounding counties.  Additional alternatives 
were evaluated in this FEIS and either eliminated from further study or 
considered to be reasonable for further analysis.  Please refer to Section 
2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of this FEIS for a more 
detailed discussion.  Those alternatives considered to be reasonable for 
further study are evaluated in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of 
this FEIS. 

 
14-D:  Regional water needs have been recalculated to be 42 percent of the 

revised projected water needs of Jackson County, due to the elimination 
of Berea College’s water needs. 

 
14-E:  An explanation for the use of the 15 percent line loss factor in the water 

needs analysis is presented in Section 1.2.1.4, Projected Water Needs, of 
this FEIS. 

 
14-F:  Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the DEIS discusses recent and 

expected industrial development in Jackson County and the surrounding 
region, focusing on the manufacturing and service industries.  In 
addition, a day care center and an injection molding company have 
already been constructed on industrial land in Jackson County, but 
cannot obtain public water until additional water supplies are obtained 
for the County (Hefling, 2000).  
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14-G:  As noted in Section 1.2.1.2.1, Projected Water Consumption Rates, of 
the DEIS, industrial development was projected by the Jackson County-
McKee Industrial Development Authority.  Please refer to that section 
of the DEIS for more information. 

 
14-H: Impacts on Prime Farmlands and Farmlands of Statewide Importance 

are discussed in Section 3.2.8, Land Use, of the DEIS. 
 
14-I:  The projected water needs for Jackson and surrounding counties have 

been revised and are presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this 
FEIS.  Based on the revised water needs analysis and on comments 
received on the DEIS from agencies and the public, alternatives were 
reassessed as to whether they met the revised water needs for Jackson 
and surrounding counties.  Additional alternatives, including smaller 
lake sizes, were evaluated in this FEIS and either eliminated from 
further study or considered to be reasonable for further analysis.  Please 
refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of this 
FEIS for a more detailed discussion.  Those alternatives considered to be 
reasonable for further study are evaluated in Section 3.0, Environmental 
Analysis, of this FEIS. 

 
14-J:  South Madison Water Association currently purchases all of their water 

from Berea College Water Utility Department (Williams, 2000c).  As 
noted in Section 1.2.1.3, Regional Demands, of the DEIS, Berea College 
is in need for an additional water supply.  In addition, the costs of 
construction and operation of a pipeline from Berea College to the 
JCWA Treatment Plant would be very large, given the distance between 
the two water utilities and pumping costs over Big Hill. 

 
 

 

14-G 

14-H 

14-I 

14-J 



 

Page O-60 

Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 

 

14-K:  The commenter is correct in noting that a lake is not necessary to provide 
hiking, camping, picnicking, and swimming facilities.  However, 
primary purpose of the proposed reservoir is  for water supply; any 
recreational use that may occur at the reservoir would be an incidental 
benefit of the facility.  All areas within the DBNF that have been 
developed for recreation were included in the Recreational Needs 
Analysis, Appendix F of the DEIS, from which the recreation need was 
derived.  Any areas that have not yet been developed for these purposes 
would require different and additional funding than that designated for 
the reservoir.  Swimming pools, both small private pools and larger 
public ones, meet a different kind of recreational need than do lakes.  
Swimming pools are typically used for swimming as sport or physical 
fitness, playing in the water, and sunbathing.  A reservoir not only 
presents a more natural setting for swimming and water contact, but is 
also available to other kinds of recreation, including boating, canoeing, 
fishing from shore and/or boat, wildlife observation, hiking, and sight-
seeing.  In addition, the construction of swimming pools around the 
County would also require different funding than that designated for the 
reservoir, and would most likely come from local sources. 

 
14-L:  Primary and secondary contact recreation, such as swimming and fishing, 

respectively, would likely have no appreciable effect on water treatment 
costs because treatment plants already treat for any contaminants that 
these types of recreation may introduce.  In terms of primary contact 
recreation, it could be arguable that water arriving at the treatment plant 
might have higher quality because greater care would be taken to protect 
the water quality to which primary contact recreation users are exposed 
(Lange, 2000b). 

 
14-M:  Multiple studies were conducted to select alternative sites for the 

proposed dam and reservoir prior to the onset of the EIS.  During these 
preliminary studies, alternative sites were screened for factors such as 
eligibility for or designation as a Federal Wild and Scenic River or a 
Kentucky ORW, presence of threatened, endangered, or otherwise 
protected species in the project area, and projected yield of a reservoir at 
that site.  Alternatives were then eliminated from further consideration 
based on the results of the screenings. 
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14-N:  Please refer to the response to comment 14-I above. 
 
14-O: Based on the revised water needs presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 

Supply, of this FEIS, pumped storage alternatives have been 
reassessed in this FEIS.  Refer to Sections 2.0, Alternatives Including 
the Proposed Action, and 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS 
for more information. 

 
14-P:  A visual reconnaissance was performed at the proposed War Fork and 

Steer Fork site due to concerns of reported limestone outcrops in the 
vicinity of the site.  The geologic report from the visual 
reconnaissance is provided in the FEIS as Appendix P, and is 
discussed in Section 3.2.1, Geology/Soils, of this FEIS. 

 
14-Q:  The environmental impacts of the War Fork and Steer Fork 

alternative are evaluated throughout Section 3.2, Environmental 
Analysis, of the DEIS.  Socioeconomic impacts of the War Fork and 
Steer Fork alternative, specifically, are discussed in Section 3.2.12.2.1 
of the DEIS.  Further analysis of the land exchange, if required for the 
War Fork and Steer Fork alternative, would be provided in an EA 
prepared by the USFS, should this alternative be chosen as the action 
to be taken. 
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14-R:  Please refer to the response to comment 14-Q above.  Such information 

would not be discussed under the No Action alternative, by definition.  
Please refer to Section 2.3.4, No Action, of the DEIS for a more detailed 
discussion of this alternative. 

 
14-S:  As mentioned in the DEIS, soil erosion and runoff, soil stabilization, and 

sediment control measures, as outlined in the Kentucky Best Management 
Practices for Construction Activities (KNREPC, 1994), would be 
implemented during site preparation and construction activities.  The 
manual can be applied to all types of construction activities, independent 
of the size of the affected area.  However, as stated throughout the 
manual, selection of the appropriate BMPs depends on the site conditions.  
Until a final decision is made regarding the action to be taken, it would be 
premature to dictate site-specific mitigation measures for erosion.  
Specific mitigation measures would be determined during the permitting 
and planning phases of the project. 

 
14-T:  Section 3.2.2.1, Affected Environment, Surface and Groundwater 

Resources, of the DEIS discusses the existing water quality in War Fork 
and Sturgeon Creek.  This section, along with Section 3.2.8, Land Use, 
also discusses activities occurring in the vicinity of these streams, which 
may compromise the water quality of these streams.  Such activities 
would continue under the No Action alternative. 
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14-U:  The projected water needs of Jackson and surrounding counties were 
revised for this FEIS, and are included in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply.  
The revised water needs analysis projects a smaller amount of water 
needed than was discussed in the DEIS.  Based on these new projections, 
additional alternatives are evaluated in this FEIS.  A discussion of the 
impacts on water rates as a result of the proposed action is included in 
Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of this FEIS. 

 
Water distribution lines are continually being replaced and/or expanded in 
Jackson County, as elsewhere.  This is typically paid for by a mix of loan 
and grant money, in addition to increases in water rates.  A water rate 
increase of 5.5 percent went into effect in June, 2000, which will help pay 
for the upgrade and expansion of the JCWA water treatment plant, or 
other water system projects.  The JCWA board considered this an 
acceptable increase (Williams, 2000d). 
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15-A:  Comment noted. 

 

15-A 
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16-A:  It was inferred that the commenter is pointing out the need for a 
better water supply for Jackson County citizens.  Comment noted. 

 
16-B:  It was inferred that the commenter is stating that a reservoir at 

Sturgeon Creek would be larger and/or would have a larger drainage 
basin than a reservoir at War Fork and Steer Fork, which is correct.  
Comment noted. 

 
16-C:  Comment noted.  See Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the DEIS 

for additional discussion on improved property rentals and utilities.  
 
16-D:  It was inferred that the commenter is noting the ease of access to a 

Sturgeon Creek reservoir that a State highway would provide, in 
contrast to smaller, winding back roads found around the War Fork 
and Steer Fork site.  However, both Sturgeon Creek reservoir options 
(3.5 mgd or 8.5 mgd) would require the relocation of portions of KY 
30.  During relocation of KY 30, there may be increased traffic and 
subsequent delays due to construction.  Potential new corridors for 
the relocated segment(s) of KY 30 are not currently available.  
Therefore, it is unknown at this time whether the newly relocated 
segment of KY 30 would allow for direct access to a Sturgeon Creek 
reservoir. 
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17-A:  Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS discusses the historical, 
current, and projected water needs of Jackson County.  Comment noted. 

 
17-B:  Comment noted. 
 
17-C:  The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for 

Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA at 40 CFR 1500.1 (b) 
state that “….environmental information is available to public officials 
and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken.”  
Comment noted. 
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18-A:  Comment noted. 
 
18-B:  If the proposed reservoir were constructed at the Sturgeon Creek, 8.5 

mgd project site, it would likely have neither a significant negative nor 
positive effect on wildlife movement.  As a predominantly rural, 
agricultural area at present, the Sturgeon Creek valley does not contain 
the unbroken forest habitat consistent with the needs of native, forest-
dependent wildlife.  On the other hand, the proposed 300-foot buffer zone 
around the lake, if allowed to revert to forestland, could provide 
additional forest habitat of some value, although it would still be largely 
bordered by cleared agricultural lands to the outside and the aquatic 
habitat of the lake to the inside. 

 
18-C:  As presented in Section 3.2.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIS, three 

Federally-listed endangered species potentially occur at all three proposed 
project sites, not just at the War Fork and Steer Fork project site.   

 
18-D:  It was inferred that the commenter is noting the increased number of 

recreational facilities that would be constructed around the larger 
Sturgeon Creek reservoir (8.5 mgd).  Section 2.4.1.3, Facility 
Construction, of the DEIS provides details on these recreational facilities.  
The commenter is correct in noting that a reservoir on Sturgeon Creek 
would prevent any potential threat to Turkey Foot Campground during 
construction or life of the dam. 
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18-E:  As noted in Section 2.4.1.4, Facility Operation, of the DEIS, the Sturgeon 
Creek, 8.5 mgd reservoir would serve as a water supply not only for 
Jackson County, but also potentially as a long-term regional supply for 
surrounding counties.  Comment noted. 

 
18-F:  Comment noted.  It is normal procedure for any Federally-funded or 

licensed project to take historic properties, such as archaeological sites, 
into account in the planning process.  This usually involves an inventory 
of the area of potential effect, evaluation of any sites found, and 
consideration of any impacts to them.  Archaeological sites can be 
inundated safely without destroying the information they contain if they 
are not at a level that could be affected by erosion.  It can be argued that 
inundation is a form of protection because the sites would not be subject 
to looting or other destructive activities. 

 
18-G:  Comment noted.  Economic impacts of the project at each of the 

proposed sites are discussed in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the 
DEIS.  Proposed recreational development around the reservoir is 
discussed in Section 2.4.1.3, Facility Construction, of the DEIS. 

 
18-H:  Although gravel for the project would most likely be obtained from the 

Indian Creek gravel pit located southwest of McKee in Jackson County, 
certain other materials for construction, as well as certain specialized 
construction personnel, may still need to be obtained from out-of-County 
sources. 
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19-A:  It was inferred that the commenter is pointing out the need for a better 
water supply for Jackson County.  Comment noted. 

 
19-B:  Comment noted. 
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20-A: Comment noted. 
 
20-B:  There are currently no households living on the War Fork and Steer Fork 

project site that would require relocation if the site is chosen as the final 
project location. 

 
20-C:  It was inferred that the commenter is noting the transportation-related 

disadvantages during construction of the dam and reservoir at the War 
Fork and Steer Fork project site.  As discussed in Section 3.2.9, 
Transportation, of the DEIS, during construction of the proposed dam at 
the War Fork and Steer Fork site, there would be a relatively small 
increase in traffic volume around the project site, which would 
temporarily slow traffic.  However, this would not be a significant 
impact. 

 
20-D:  As discussed in Section 3.2.6, Recreation, of the DEIS, Turkey Foot 

Campground would be heavily impacted during construction of the dam 
and reservoir at the War Fork and Steer Fork project site.  The swimming 
area might not be useable during this time, and fishing would be limited 
due to water quality issues.  Turkey Foot Campground could also be 
impacted over the lifetime of the dam and reservoir due to changes in 
water quality and flows.  However, new recreation facilities would be 
constructed around, and other recreational opportunities would be 
supplied by, the proposed reservoir.  See Section 3.2.6 of the DEIS for 
more detailed information. 

 
20-E:  As stated in Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of 

the DEIS, the primary purpose of the Jackson County Lake Project is to 
meet the projected water need described in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, 
of this FEIS.  The secondary, but not causal, purpose of the project is to 
meet the desire for additional recreation opportunities. 

 
20-F:  Comment noted. 
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21-A: The Federa l ESA prohibits the harming of any species listed by the 
USFWS as being either threatened or endangered.  Harming such species 
includes not only directly injuring or killing them, but also disrupting the 
habitat on which they depend.  Comment noted. 

 
21-B:  Comment noted. 
 
21-C:  Comment noted. 
 
21-D:  It was inferred that the commenter is noting the unreliability of well 

water in Jackson County and the need for a better, safer water supply for 
the residents of Jackson County.  Comment noted. 

 
21-E:  The Jackson County Lake Project is a very complex and evolving project.  

Comment noted. 
 
21-F:  Comment noted.  Impacts on Jackson County’s tax base are discussed in 

Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the DEIS.  Additional information on 
the impacts of the proposed action on taxes within the County is 
presented in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of this FEIS. 
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22-A:  These issues are discussed throughout Section 3.0, Environmental 
Analysis, of the DEIS.  Comment noted. 

 
22-B:  Revised projected water needs for Jackson County are presented in 

Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS.  Comment noted. 
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23-A:  Laurel Fork was investigated in the Jackson County Lake Project 
Alternatives Analysis as a potential location for the proposed reservoir.  
This site was eliminated from further consideration due to the presence 
of a Federally -listed endangered species, the Cumberland Bean Pearly 
Mussel (Villosa trabalis), within the proposed project area.  The portions 
of Laurel Fork that were investigated were also designated by the State 
of Kentucky as ORWs.  Comment noted. 
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24-A:  It was inferred from the comment that some companies and contractors 
in Jackson County may need additional water supplies.  Comment noted.  
See additional discussion in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the 
DEIS. 

 
24-B:  Comments noted. 
 
24-C:  Potential growth from increased water supplies is investigated in Section 

3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the DEIS.  Comment noted. 
 
24-D:  A discussion on recreation needs is given in Section 1.2.2, Recreation 

Needs, of the DEIS.  Comment noted. 
 
24-E:  Fishing is permitted in drinking water sources, as long as national 

drinking water standards are maintained.  Comment noted. 
 
24-F:  A visual reconnaissance was performed at the proposed War Fork and 

Steer Fork site due to concerns of reported limestone outcrops in the 
vicinity of the site.  The geologic report from the visual reconnaissance is 
provided in the FEIS as Appendix P, and is discussed in Section 3.2.1, 
Geology/Soils, of this FEIS. 

 
24-G:  Comment noted. 
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           1                     Again, we'd like for you to limit your  
 
           2          comments to a few minutes.  But, again, the crowd is  
 
           3          not so large.  We are not going to be sticky about it  
 
           4          exactly three (3) minutes or anything like that.  But  
 
           5          we do want to make sure everyone has a chance who wants  
 
           6          to offer a comment.  Anything else from this side of  
 
           7          the room?  Okay.  
 
           8                     With that, then, the first person who  
 
           9          indicated they did want to offer a comment is Eric  
 
          10          Engell.  Sir, do you want to come on down here so  
 
          11          everyone else can hear?  It also helps our court  
 
          12          reporter.  This is a way to make sure that everybody's  
 
          13          comments are captured.  Okay.  
 
          14                     MR. ENGELL:             Of the sites that  
 
          15          are selected, the War Fork and Steer Fork seems a whole  
 
          16          lot better because nobody gets to be put out, right now  
 
          17          the Sturgeon one, they say an average of fifty (50)  
 
          18          families.  And you've mentioned like three (3) people  
 
          19          per household.  I think you'll find out in this county  
 
          20          there's more like four (4) or five (5) per household.   
 
          21          It's a lot more.  And most of the areas have been in  
 
          22          the family for years.  It would be very difficult to  
 
          23          give them up.  
 
          24                     Plus, I notice in reading through it that  
 
          25          really you've got enough to build the dam, but it does  
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25-A:  The commenter is correct in stating that, if the War Fork and 
Steer Fork site were chosen as the final project location, no 
households would need to be relocated from the project area.  
Comment noted. 

 
25-B:  Household size for Jackson County was derived from 1990 

Census of Population and Housing data provided by the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census for Jackson County.  The average number 
of persons per household for Jackson County is 2.71.  This figure 
was rounded to 3 for the DEIS. 

 
25-C:  New cost estimates were prepared for each of the dam and 

reservoir sites, and for a pipeline from Wood Creek Lake and 
Lock 14 of the Kentucky River, evaluated in the DEIS and are 
included in the FEIS in Section 2.0.  Line item cost estimates are 
included in the FEIS as Appendix Q.  These new estimates 
include land acquisition costs for the buffer zone and potential 
maximum flood area of the reservoir. 
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           1          not include any money for a buffer zone or the flood  
 
           2          zone area.  And that would either be taken by eminent  
 
           3          domain or we can nicely donate to the county, or we can  
 
           4          have easement restrictions, which means we couldn't do  
 
           5          anything with that land, except pay taxes on it at a  
 
           6          higher rate because it was built on an agricultural  
 
           7          property.  Then some recreational property in our tax  
 
           8          base on this land.  We can do nothing but upkeep, and  
 
           9          it would be a whole lot more.  
 
          10                     I don't think too many people in this county  
 
          11          can afford to pay higher taxes on property that they  
 
          12          can't produce any income off of.  
 
          13                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, sir.  Mr.  
 
          14          Al Fritsch.  
 
          15                     MR. FRITSCH:            I have three (3)  
 
          16          questions.  Can people hear me?  I have three (3)  
 
          17          questions that I'd like to raise about this very  
 
          18          voluminous report.  The first is, establishing the need  
 
          19          for the water.  Now, that I would agree with,  
 
          20          especially after an article in the Lexington Herald  
 
          21          last week about this county in need for water.  But  
 
          22          what is so important right now, after we've had a  
 
          23          1930-type of drought last year and perhaps we may have  
 
          24          another today, and this week, and this month, why don't  
 
          25          we make that connection with the, with the Woods Creek.  
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25-D:  In general, property owners who have easements placed on all or 
a portion of their property within the buffer zone around the lake 
would still have to pay taxes on the assessed value of their 
property, even though uses to which they can put areas within the 
easement zone would be restricted (Rose, 2000b).  Details on 
changes in taxation as a result of the proposed action are 
discussed in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of this FEIS.  

 
25-E:  It was inferred that commenter is noting a need for additional 

water supplies in Jackson County.  Comment noted. 
 
25-F:  The Wood Creek Lake pipeline alternative is discussed and 

evaluated in this FEIS in Sections 2.0, Alternatives Including the 
Proposed Action, and 3.0, Environmental Analysis. 
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           1                     Now, the dismissal of that was done almost  
 
           2          in a cavalier manner within the United States.  And  
 
           3          that was because of the cost, 11.8 million dollars as  
 
           4          opposed to the War Fork, and the other value.  And, of  
 
           5          course, Sturgeon Creek would be half that amount.  But  
 
           6          it's impossible.  And, yet, there was no items in the  
 
           7          entire report that this institution center telling us  
 
           8          exactly where that money is to be spent, except when we  
 
           9          noted which creek runs within miles, maybe feet of some  
 
          10          of them, of the net worth of setup here in Jackson  
 
          11          County already.  But how much more, really, what gives  
 
          12          that more?  
 
          13                     And if we have the problem of water being  
 
          14          down, why wait four (4) or five (5) years or more that  
 
          15          would take to build a dam and put it in?  And let's get  
 
          16          some water for our people.  Let's add another thing.  
 
          17          The conservation that was presented here, in all  
 
          18          fairness, was fairly well done.  But it left out the  
 
          19          point that there are a number of conservation areas  
 
          20          that are not very much, such as building cisterns, and  
 
          21          building dry county toilets.  We've done that in the  
 
          22          past week in Harlan County.  
 
          23                     These things we could get the same amount of  
 
          24          money that could come to everybody in any home, $2000  
 
          25          enough to build dry toilets in the dry part of the  
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25-G:  It was inferred that commenter is noting that construction of the 
dam and reservoir would take a long time and that water is needed 
immediately for Jackson County residents.  Additional water 
supplies are currently being obtained through a pipeline from 
Laurel Fork to the JCWA Treatment Plant.  For more information 
about this pipeline, refer to Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this 
FEIS.  Although this is not a long-term solution, this additional 
water should provide for Jackson County during the construction 
of the dam and reservoir. 

 
25-H:  Installing cisterns and/or dry composting toilets in every 

household in Jackson County may decrease residential 
consumption rates, and thus, projected residential water demand, 
but it would do nothing for commercial or industrial consumption 
rates and water demands.  See Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of 
this FEIS. 
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           1          westland.  And the representative here said that thirty  
 
           2          (30) percent of the people don't have any.  And this  
 
           3          gets the money down to the people.  Not only that, it's  
 
           4          built by local people, not the dam building --  
 
           5          (Inaudible).  
 
           6                     The second question:  Is it necessary to run  
 
           7          a lake or have larger shortages be met by smaller  
 
           8          community units?  Now, that applies to what we call the  
 
           9          larger lakes have disastrous effects in some conditions  
 
          10          of the world.  But medium size lakes, we're talking  
 
          11          about the War Fork, for instance, may not have those  
 
          12          same, but they could have out -- (Inaudible) -- farm  
 
          13          and dry toilets are at very low costs per unit.  And  
 
          14          that's an environmental way of looking at that.  That  
 
          15          alternative should be treated here because of the state  
 
          16          of Kentucky.  We are a dry population and only seven  
 
          17          (7) states are.  So why don't we consider that.  
 
          18                     The third is to establish new living.  Will  
 
          19          that increase the employment?  Now, that question is  
 
          20          asked because that's what the economic department is  
 
          21          all about is to get employment for the people.  Now,  
 
          22          what I believe because I think it was said earlier  
 
          23          about points which related to recreation.  And that is  
 
          24          that that report under staff facilities says that even  
 
          25          under high growth conditions for some fishing boats,  
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25-I:  It was inferred that the commenter is noting local distribution of 
construction funds if cisterns and/or dry composting toilets were 
built throughout Jackson County.  Although construction funds 
may partially be distributed locally, certain construction materials 
and specialized construction personnel may still need to be 
obtained from out-of-County sources. 

 
25-J:  Management of multiple, smaller impoundments for water quality 

would prove to be much more difficult and costly than 
management of a single reservoir.  Administration of water from 
multiple smaller impoundments would still require adequate 
treatment, and would probably need to be transported to the 
JCWA Treatment Plant.  In addition, a larger number of smaller 
water impoundments would not necessarily be more compatible 
with the environment than a single, larger impoundment.  The 
edge effects of multiple impoundments would fragment more 
natural habitat, which is not a desirable outcome ecologically.  In 
addition, financial costs of a larger number of smaller 
impoundments would be much higher, given permitting issues, 
site acquisition and preparation, and maintenance.   

 
16-K:  Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the DEIS discusses the 

impacts of the proposed dam and reservoir on employment and on 
the local and regional economy.  Please refer to that section for 
more information. 
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           1          water skiing and canoeing will remain a surplus in this  
 
           2          area of the country, of the state, until the year 2020.   
 
           3          Now, it already says that the United States, why are  
 
           4          you telling us about your related issues here and this  
 
           5          and that is needed for our people?  
 
           6                     If we need swimming, which is only one (1)  
 
           7          of four (4) that could have been related, we need  
 
           8          swimming.  Why that's only a small swimming pool for  
 
           9          the hundreds, thousands of dollars, rather than  
 
          10          millions of dollars.  Now, that doesn't say that the  
 
          11          number one recreation in this state, in this country,  
 
          12          is sight-seeing.  Forty something percent of them do  
 
          13          their recreation in sight-seeing.  This county is  
 
          14          beautiful and incredible.  We should try to keep up  
 
          15          because if we go down the river and clean that up, that  
 
          16          area would be a part of almost every state of the  
 
          17          community, the hemlocks, the hill sides, the crystal  
 
          18          flowing on the river.  
 
          19                     Let's make this a tourist area that would be  
 
          20          for sight-seeing or in any other areas that we can;  
 
          21          picnicking, hiking, trailing use.  This is the area  
 
          22          that we can use that money a different way, and we  
 
          23          don't have to build a lake to do it.  Thank you.  
 
          24                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, sir.   
 
          25          Jerry Waddle.  
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25-L:  The DEIS in Section 1.2.2, Recreation Needs, and in Appendix F, 
Final Recreational Needs Analysis for the Proposed Jackson 
County Lake Project, states that facilities for fishing, boating, 
water skiing, and canoeing will remain in surplus to the year 
2020, but that there will be increasing needs for additional 
camping, hiking, picnicking, and swimming facilit ies in the 
future. 

 
25-M:  Swimming pools, both small private pools and larger public 

ones, meet a different kind of recreational need than do lakes.  
Swimming pools are typically used for swimming as sport or 
physical fitness, playing in the water, and sunbathing.  A reservoir 
not only presents a more natural setting for swimming and water 
contact, but is also available to other kinds of recreation, 
including boating, canoeing, fishing from shore and/or boat, 
wildlife observation, hiking, and sight-seeing.  In addition, the 
construction of swimming pools around the County would require 
different funding than that designated for the reservoir, and would 
most likely come from local sources.  In any case, the primary 
purpose of the proposed reservoir is for water supply; any 
swimming that may occur at the reservoir would be an incidental 
benefit of the facility.   
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           1                     MR. WADDLE:             Well, I'm standing  
 
           2          at this thing, easy money, as they call it from my  
 
           3          understanding.  
 
           4                     THE REPORTER:           I can't hear you,  
 
           5          sir.  
 
           6                     MR. MANGI:              Sir, can you speak  
 
           7          up just a little bit? 
 
           8                     THE REPORTER:           I can't. 
 
           9                     MR. WADDLE:             Okay.  If I was  
 
          10          standing there, right in the very rural areas, the  
 
          11          ability to sewer and the solid waste disposing in clean  
 
          12          water.  Now, what that's supposed to do, for the way I  
 
          13          read the report, is to create a situation for the  
 
          14          people who can't afford the parts of the area.  They  
 
          15          make money be it tourist, fishing, et cetera.  So I  
 
          16          think that the idea of creating a tourist recreation  
 
          17          area in a pristine area at already.  
 
          18                     Public drinking water supply, besides  
 
          19          mentioned in the report, it's a gamble.  Of course,  
 
          20          it's a gamble.  We gamble that the dirty oil in boats  
 
          21          that will hit that water are not blue-green.  We gamble  
 
          22          that off-road vehicles will not damage the lake and  
 
          23          surrounding areas to the point that salvation fills in  
 
          24          it before its time.  So my recommendation is that we  
 
          25          run a pipeline for right now.  And I consider this a  
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25-N:  As mentioned in Section 2.4.1.4, Facility Operation, of the DEIS, 
restrictions may be placed on the use of motor-operated boats on 
the reservoir, should a reservoir be chosen as the action to be 
taken.  The proposed 300-foot buffer zone surrounding the 
reservoir would help to prevent degradation of water quality due 
to the use or off-road vehicles.  In addition, primary and 
secondary contact recreation, such as swimming and fishing, 
respectively, would likely have no appreciable effect on water 
treatment costs because treatment plants already treat for any 
contaminants that these types of recreation may introduce 
(Lange, 2000b). 

 
25-O:  Additional water supplies are currently being obtained through a 

pipeline from Laurel Fork to the JCWA Treatment Plant.  Please 
refer to Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS for more 
information on this pipeline.  In addition, pumped storage 
alternatives have been reassessed based on the revised water 
needs projections for Jackson and surrounding counties, which 
are presented in Section 1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS.  For 
more information on these alternatives, please refer to Sections 
2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, and 3.0, 
Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS.   
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           1          mediocre situation of why don't we fill the dam and  
 
           2          mess up a very pristine area, hurt the wild life.   
 
           3          That's just to get a hole just a swimming hole and  
 
           4          bring tourist sites.  
 
           5                     But off the record.  Okay?  Maybe I better  
 
           6          make sure it's on the record.  Okay?  If tourists come  
 
           7          to this area, and all they see is a bunch of trash,  
 
           8          they're going to take pictures of it.  Yes, sir.   
 
           9          They're going to go back to Ohio and Tennessee,  
 
          10          Michigan, where ever they come from.  We're going to  
 
          11          show them we have a trashy area called Jackson County,  
 
          12          Rockcastle County.  Let's don't give them a chance to  
 
          13          do that.  
 
          14                     So we should, let's clean up our act folks.   
 
          15          And when we clean up our act, then let's do something  
 
          16          significant to bring our tourists.  Let's keep our eyes  
 
          17          open, bring it up.  If there's a fine line between  
 
          18          people for water alternatives, it's more resources.   
 
          19          And then we can decide if we want to pick them up.   
 
          20          Thank you.  
 
          21                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, sir.  I  
 
          22          didn't receive any other cards that indicated folks  
 
          23          wanted to speak.  If I overlooked any, I apologize to  
 
          24          you.  Is there anyone else that has a comment that  
 
          25          wants to come on up?  Don't all come up at once, folks.   
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           1          Sir, please.  Take your time, sir.  If you'd be so kind  
 
           2          to introduce yourself for our court reporter. 
 
           3                     MR. GRIMES:             My name is Ray  
 
           4          Grimes.  
 
           5                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, sir. 
 
           6                     MR. GRIMES:             What I want to talk  
 
           7          about is the lake project that they're talking about.   
 
           8          The way I see it, it's a waste of money.  People can't  
 
           9          get water in some creek out back.  They need water to  
 
          10          have cooking.  We've been after them for water for  
 
          11          eight (8) year.  We get -- finally found you some  
 
          12          water, so what.  You're on Phase 4.  Then they get  
 
          13          back, you're Phase 5, same thing.  We're on Phase 5  
 
          14          right now.  Next time we'll be on Phase 6.  The way I  
 
          15          see it, it's wasting money.  Thank you.  
 
          16                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, sir.   
 
          17          Anyone else with a comment, concern?  Anyone else?   
 
          18          Well, if there's no other comments -- ma'am, please.  
 
          19                     THE REPORTER:           Your name, please,  
 
          20          ma'am? 
 
          21                     MS. ENGELL:             Robin Engell.  My  
 
          22          husband's already spoken.  I just wanted to reiterate  
 
          23          the feeling.  We've been in Jackson County for about a  
 
          24          year.  We come from Texas where water is very valuable.   
 
          25          It's very hard to get.  I looked around, I see water  
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25-P:  Comment noted. 
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           1          every where.  We will be, just so y'all know where I'm  
 
           2          coming from as a person, we will defeat -- (Inaudible)  
 
           3          -- this place.  In fact the lake goes in and destroy.   
 
           4          If it goes in at a higher level, they will include it  
 
           5          in the money that they have given in their report.   
 
           6          It's called a buyout, our place.  If it goes in the  
 
           7          lower level, we will be, our house will have to be  
 
           8          within a buffer or flood zone.  Okay.  
 
           9                     That amount would be underneath from us or  
 
          10          force us off our property has not been included in any  
 
          11          amount.  They have listed three (3) amounts.  I don't  
 
          12          know why they haven't bothered to list how much it  
 
          13          would take.  Now, I know of one family, their farm has  
 
          14          been in the family since 1800s.  There is also  
 
          15          historical significance in this.  I know in our place,  
 
          16          it was built in the 1800s.  We have agreed of making  
 
          17          that, rebuilding that cabin, making that area something  
 
          18          maybe people would want to come, you know, to be part  
 
          19          of the new area road.  
 
          20                     So I feel there has to be another  
 
          21          alternative.  I think there's hard emotional issues  
 
          22          here that people do not understand, unless they are a  
 
          23          part of that.  I know that my grand -- for my farm has  
 
          24          only been there for a year or a year and a half, you  
 
          25          know.  But I know there's people that been there, been  
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25-Q:  New cost estimates were prepared for each of the dam and 
reservoir sites and are included in this FEIS in Section 2.4.1.1, 
Site Preparation.  Line item cost estimates are included in this 
FEIS as Appendix Q.  These new estimates include land 
acquisition costs for the buffer zone and potential maximum flood 
area of the reservoir. 

 
25-P:  Based on the revised water needs analysis presented in Section 

1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on comments received on 
the DEIS from agencies and the public, alternatives were 
reassessed as to whether they met the revised water needs for 
Jackson and surrounding counties.  Additional alternatives were 
evaluated in this FEIS and either eliminated from further study or 
considered to be reasonable for further analysis.  Please refer to 
Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of this 
FEIS for a more detailed discussion.  Those alternatives 
considered to be reasonable for further study are evaluated in 
Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS.   
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           1          raised on that farm.  They put miles of fences, the  
 
           2          labor, they raise their kids, you know.  I just want to  
 
           3          put that emotional issue, you know.  
 
           4                     It's not just these families.  These  
 
           5          families are real people with real kids, with real  
 
           6          history, with real sweat put in on this land over the  
 
           7          years.  You don't just pick up and start over again.   
 
           8          You lose all of that.  You lose your Ma and Pa's place.   
 
           9          I just wanted to speak on that and let you all know. 
 
          10                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, ma'am.   
 
          11          Anyone else, comments, concerns?  Anyone else?  We are  
 
          12          in no hurry.  All right.  Then, if there are no other  
 
          13          comments or concerns -- all of us appreciate you taking  
 
          14          time out of your day to come and listen to us and to  
 
          15          express your thoughts.  Okay.   
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Comments on Jackson County Lake Project Draft EIS Responses 
 
           1          We do want to give everyone an opportunity to offer  
 
           2          your comments and express your concerns, provide your  
 
           3          input.  Out of consideration, we appreciate if you  
 
           4          limit your comments to a reasonable amount of time.   
 
           5          But given the number of people here, we can be certain  
 
           6          that we'll have plenty of time for everybody to be  
 
           7          heard.  
 
           8                     What I'm going to do first is call on -- I  
 
           9          only got two (2) cards indicating that folks wanted to  
 
          10          speak.  Don't worry about that.  Let me call these  
 
          11          couple of folks first, and then we'll just open it up  
 
          12          to anybody else.  If you're motivated to make a  
 
          13          comment, come on down.  Use this microphone if you  
 
          14          want.  Use this microphone if you want.  Whatever  
 
          15          you're comfortable with.  Okay.  I'll call first on  
 
          16          Russell Bange from Tyner.  Sir?   
 
          17                     THE REPORTER:           Wait.  Wait.  Wait.   
 
          18          I've got to make sure I hear you, sir. 
 
          19                     MR. BANGE:              No comments.  
 
          20                     MR. MANGI:              All right.  Okay.   
 
          21          Carol Moore.  You can take that microphone if you want. 
 
          22                     MS. MOORE:              I don't use  
 
          23          microphones. 
 
          24                     MR. MANGI:              Okay. 
 
          25                     THE REPORTER:           Ma'am, just speak  
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           1          loud enough so that I can hear you. 
 
           2                     MS. MOORE:              I didn't expect to  
 
           3          speak before the group, but I have been following the  
 
           4          development of this lake for a number of years.  And I  
 
           5          have experience in the environmental segment.  That's  
 
           6          part of my background.  It has been for years.  I used  
 
           7          to live in this county.  I do know something about it,  
 
           8          too.  And I just want you all to know that the  
 
           9          population growth factor that they have in here is  
 
          10          partly based on an agreement that has never been  
 
          11          finalized and nothing in writing with Berea, from  
 
          12          Madison County, Clay County, Manchester, that's not too  
 
          13          far away.  There's others in there if you take the time  
 
          14          to look what they're saying as far as that.  
 
          15                     And if you add those numbers up, their water  
 
          16          use is sixty (62) percent of what is projected for the  
 
          17          growth.  Now, if that doesn't happen, I don't know what  
 
          18          happens to y'alls water bill and whether you foot the  
 
          19          bill because the development didn't happen.  On top of  
 
          20          that, they're saying that in the year 2000, by the year  
 
          21          2005, that there will be eighty-five (85) acres of  
 
          22          development.  Now, I don't know where those eighty-five  
 
          23          (85) acres are coming from.  They want to protect the  
 
          24          farmland.  I think they should.  But I don't know where  
 
          25          the eighty-five (85) acres are if they can develop on.   
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26-A:  Berea College’s projected water needs were removed from the 
revised water needs analysis presented in Section 1.2.1, Water 
Supply, of this FEIS. 

 
26-B:  Due to the removal of Berea College’s water needs from the 

revised water needs analysis, regional water needs are now 
calculated to be 42 percent of Jackson County’s projected water 
needs.  Please refer to Section 1.2.1.3, Regional Demands, of 
this FEIS for more information.  Projected impacts on water 
rates have been estimated for this FEIS, and are discussed in 
Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of this FEIS. 

 
26-C:  As noted in Section 1.2.1.2.1, Projected Water Consumption 

Rates, of the DEIS, industrial development was projected by the 
Jackson County-McKee Industrial Development Authority.  
Please refer to that section of the DEIS for more information. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-A 

26-B 
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           1          And another sixty-five (65) acres up to like the year  
 
           2          2035.  And that's another sixty-five (65) acres I'm not  
 
           3          sure where that's coming from.  
 
           4                     But you have the farmland in the county,  
 
           5          plus family farms, some of it, and what you got is  
 
           6          great, and you don't want to lose what you got.  I  
 
           7          don't know where they put, are going to put that  
 
           8          development.  If I'm making people mad here, I don't  
 
           9          want to do that.  But I'm trying to point out some of  
 
          10          the flaws in their study.  On top of that, the  
 
          11          watersheds that they knew or I would hope that they did  
 
          12          their homework were not good watersheds in the first  
 
          13          place because they do involve endangered species, and I  
 
          14          don't know how much money was spent on those  
 
          15          watersheds.  And the money could be spent somewhere  
 
          16          else better.  
 
          17                     They also indicate the population growth  
 
          18          data.  They say they account for projected fifteen (15)  
 
          19          percent water loss.  That's not even really allowed  
 
          20          amount of water, and I don't think even the water leak  
 
          21          has been checked on their system.  If it hasn't, that  
 
          22          needs to be done.  I didn't see that that was addressed  
 
          23          here.  There's some laws in the books, and I didn't  
 
          24          have time to look all that up.  There's some bills in  
 
          25          the register, you've got to do a water loss check  
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26-D:  Multiple studies were conducted to select alternative sites for the 
proposed dam and reservoir prior to the onset of the EIS.  During 
these preliminary studies, alternative sites were screened for 
factors such as eligibility for or designation as a Federal Wild and 
Scenic River or a Kentucky ORW, presence of threatened, 
endangered, or otherwise protected species in the project area, 
and projected yield of a reservoir at that site.  Alternatives were 
then eliminated from further consideration based on the results of 
the screenings. 

 
26-E:  An explanation for the use of the 15 percent line loss factor in the 

water needs analysis is presented in Section 1.2.1.4, Projected 
Water Needs, of this FEIS. 
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           1          before you can get all that type of funding.  You know,  
 
           2          prove that you've done your best to provide people with  
 
           3          safe drinking water at a reasonable cost.  That is some  
 
           4          of the comments I saw in the projections.  All this is  
 
           5          based on this projected need of all this water.  
 
           6                     So they've got, you know, smaller -- they  
 
           7          may have done their water checks, the water leak check,  
 
           8          and granted that this, they've got too small of a lake.   
 
           9          Do they know it's too small.  They're saying at least  
 
          10          three (3), four (4), five (5) million gallons per day  
 
          11          is the need.  And they're basing it on these items.   
 
          12          And that's on Page 109 in that assessment.  And, also,  
 
          13          Page 113 shows the difference for their, to my  
 
          14          knowledge, no written agreement.  And they didn't -- it  
 
          15          did not indicate any agreement.  And I do know some of  
 
          16          those water systems are looking for other sources  
 
          17          already.  Besides, you know, they haven't shown  
 
          18          commitment at all.  And someone's got to pay for that  
 
          19          big lake and all the development that's requested with  
 
          20          a drinking water system.  
 
          21                     Recreational need.  Again, they said on Page  
 
          22          118 that there's already surplus of all the  
 
          23          recreational uses in this area, surplus, except for  
 
          24          picnic areas and swimming.  Well, there's other  
 
          25          alternative ways to provide swimming.  They can add  
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26-F:  Swimming pools, both small private pools and larger public ones, 
meet a different kind of recreational need than do lakes.  
Swimming pools are typically used for swimming as sport or 
physical fitness, playing in the water, and sunbathing.  A reservoir 
not only presents a more natural setting for swimming and water 
contact, but is also available to other kinds of recreation, 
including boating, canoeing, fishing from shore and/or boat, 
wildlife observation, hiking, and sight-seeing.  In addition, the 
construction of swimming pools around the County would require 
different funding than that designated for the reservoir, and would 
most likely come from local sources.  The expansion of Turkey 
Foot Campground would increase the amount of picnicking 
facilities in Jackson County.  However, doing so would require 
different and additional funding than that designated for the 
reservoir.  In any case, the primary purpose of the proposed 
reservoir is for water supply; any swimming that may occur at the 
reservoir would be an incidental benefit of the facility.   
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           1          more public, public pools in the area, if there's much  
 
           2          of a shortage in Jackson County.  And picnic areas, I  
 
           3          think, they've got a nice one at Turkey Foot.  Maybe  
 
           4          they can expand on that one the way it is.  And that  
 
           5          dam is awful close to the Turkey Foot recreation area  
 
           6          or it seems to be based on the map.  I didn't see any  
 
           7          indication how that affects that huge use of recreation  
 
           8          when only there.  I mean, someone can walk up in that  
 
           9          drainage because it's so close.  It's right there.  
 
          10                     As far as fishing, fishing is not a  
 
          11          compatible use with the drinking water stream system.   
 
          12          If you try to manage that fishing, it's not compatible  
 
          13          because it causes problems trying to treat that water,  
 
          14          which will jack up the cost of treating that water.   
 
          15          And the costs are passed onto Jackson County water  
 
          16          users, the residents.  Another point is that I don't  
 
          17          think they addressed it.  It's more recent innovative  
 
          18          transfer because that's water from Kentucky River, and  
 
          19          eventually will wind up in parts of Rockcastle.  I know  
 
          20          that's a problem as far as environmental, the  
 
          21          Environmental Protection Agency.  And that issue is  
 
          22          coming up, and we will have to address it.  
 
          23                     There's another thing.  What about the karst  
 
          24          topography in the caves, the limestone that's in there?   
 
          25          I don't know how far down below this lake will be.  How  
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26-G:  For a discussion of the impacts of the War Fork and Steer Fork 
dam and reservoir on Turkey Foot Campground and on recreation 
at that Campground, please refer to Section 3.2.6 of the DEIS.   

 
26-H:  Primary and secondary contact recreation, such as swimming and 

fishing, respectively, would likely have no appreciable effect on 
water treatment costs because treatment plants already treat for 
any contaminants that these types of recreation may introduce 
anyway.  In terms of primary contact recreation, it could be 
arguable that water arriving at the treatment plant might have 
higher quality because greater care would be taken to protect the 
water quality to which primary contact recreation users are 
exposed (Lange, 2000b).  Projected impacts on water rates have 
been estimated for this FEIS, and are discussed in Section 
3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of this FEIS. 

 
26-I:  Comment noted.  The EPA has been involved in the EIS process 

for this project, and will be involved in the Section 404 process as 
well.   

 
26-J:  A visual reconnaissance was performed at the proposed War Fork 

and Steer Fork site due to concerns of reported limestone outcrops 
in the vicinity of the site.  The geologic report from the visual 
reconnaissance is provided in the FEIS as Appendix P, and is 
discussed in Section 3.2.1, Geology/Soils, of this FEIS. 
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           1          much water loss does that entail?  Has that been  
 
           2          included in what they projected the amount of data to  
 
           3          be produced by this lake.  The dam won't fill up.   
 
           4          These are unresolved problems of the dam, and -- and  
 
           5          what I think is the limestone or something.  I don't  
 
           6          know all the details.  I just wanted to know is part of  
 
           7          that in your study here today?  
 
           8                     One final comment.  When you said using best  
 
           9          management practices during construction.  Folks, this  
 
          10          is a large construction area, a minimum of 116 acres it  
 
          11          takes of Forest Service land.  That means no strong big  
 
          12          dams and buildings.  You know, -- (Inaudible) -- I  
 
          13          don't know what other BMP they come up with, but that  
 
          14          hardly sounds sufficient on that larger scale.  
 
          15                     Now, I'll tell you, I'm against this also  
 
          16          because it's taking Forest Service property.  And they  
 
          17          call it 301 because we don't have much of a Forest  
 
          18          Service -- I mean, our National Forest left.  And they  
 
          19          keep chopping away and chopping away.  We didn't have  
 
          20          -- is there a representative here from the Forest  
 
          21          Service?  Well, you know, they -- you all should have  
 
          22          lots of information on recreational land uses.  
 
          23                     And I would have thought you would have  
 
          24          gotten up and, you know, talked about the importance  
 
          25          of, you know, shown the other sides of importance that  
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26-K:  It was inferred that the commenter is stating that implementation 
of Kentucky’s BMPs for construction activities would not be 
effective due to the large size of the dam and reservoir project 
area.  This is incorrect.  BMPs are used for all types of 
construction activities to minimize nonpoint source pollution.  
BMPs are selected depending on the conditions present at the 
construction site, including the size of the affected area. 

 
26-L:  Comment noted.  A representative from the USFS was present at 

the public meeting.  The project proponents and study team have 
worked closely with the USFS through the NEPA process to 
obtain accurate and current information.   
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           1          this area has a tremendous increase of recreational use  
 
           2          as a forest not as a lake.  I hope I haven't caused any  
 
           3          hard feelings. 
 
           4                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, ma'am.   
 
           5          To the best of my knowledge, we don't have anyone else  
 
           6          who said that they signed up.  So I'm going to open it  
 
           7          up to anybody who wants to make a comment.  Sir, come  
 
           8          on down.  
 
           9                     THE REPORTER:           Your name, sir? 
 
          10                     MR. WILLIAMS:           Howard Williams.   
 
          11          I'm not a public speaker.  My brother is.  He is a  
 
          12          preacher.  I heard your comments.  I wasn't talking  
 
          13          about nobody about doing the research.  But I stand  
 
          14          here today as a grandparent and parent in this county.   
 
          15          And I transferred in this county; U.K. run me out.  But  
 
          16          without water, I can't hold the fort for these three  
 
          17          (3) tykes.  Now, I'm not here to tell you what I think  
 
          18          about the bill.  I'm here to tell you we need water.   
 
          19          And in a nation that's had a man on the moon and things  
 
          20          on Mars, and we as a people standing here tonight, as  
 
          21          we sit here and stand here, are in harm's way of  
 
          22          running out of water in the year 2000.  But the most  
 
          23          basic element of life is water.  How can we not go this  
 
          24          way?  
 
          25                     Now, I realize there's emotional issues.   
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26-M:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-M 
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           1          Right over there near, out there, a school up there  
 
           2          being built.  I used to do that kind of work.  It's a  
 
           3          nice place down there.  But down there, what you  
 
           4          preach, you don't replace any family, no utilities, no  
 
           5          roads, no nothing.  The good Lord, in my opinion, we're  
 
           6          running out of forest to use.  As -- but it's water.  
 
           7                     Now, the lady said that the Forest Service,  
 
           8          the Forest Service needs that water out, water down  
 
           9          there because if it was down there, they would bring  
 
          10          heavy buckets and scoop up that water whether it's  
 
          11          water at Turkey Foot or wherever and put those fires  
 
          12          out and save our trees.  Them are our trees.  So I  
 
          13          think it would enhance the Forest Service.  It would  
 
          14          enhance our property as American citizens, as owners of  
 
          15          the Forest Service to have that lake right down there.   
 
          16          Because the way -- I've been in this county a long  
 
          17          time.  You can see a helicopter from right in that area  
 
          18          most of the day in the forest just a few short minutes.   
 
          19          Where else would you put it?  
 
          20                     We are in desperate need.  I know, because I  
 
          21          have worked, built.  And without this water this town,  
 
          22          this county, and our families -- I mean, you all brag  
 
          23          on your grandchildren, if you'd like -- we will fail,  
 
          24          and be over.  Thank you.  
 
          25                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, sir.  Let  
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26-N:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-N 
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           1          me give everybody else a chance.  Okay.  And then we'll  
 
           2          be happy to get back to you.  We should have time.  But  
 
           3          anyone else want to make any comment, express any  
 
           4          concern, provide any input?  Okay.  Anyone else?  Sir?   
 
           5                     THE REPORTER:           Can I have your  
 
           6          name, please? 
 
           7                     MR. HODGES:             Edward Hodges.   
 
           8          Well, I have plans for you to --. 
 
           9                     THE REPORTER:           I can't hear him. 
 
          10                     MR. MANGI:              Come back from the  
 
          11          mike. 
 
          12                     MR. HODGES:             We do need a lake.   
 
          13          We do need the water.  I do have questions.  But from  
 
          14          reviewing the lake and the water, and from reviewing  
 
          15          the Environmental Impact Statement, it looks like War  
 
          16          Fork is the best site for it.  And it just makes me mad  
 
          17          when somebody doesn't even live here.  I work in  
 
          18          Lexington, so I get tired of reading the papers about  
 
          19          how, you know, Eastern Kentucky gets a bad name on  
 
          20          things.  I just want to say that we need the lake.  We  
 
          21          need it where it's at.  
 
          22                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, sir.   
 
          23          Anyone else?  Ma'am, go ahead, if you want.  
 
          24                     MS. MOORE:              I did live in  
 
          25          Jackson County.  I guess there's a lot of people that's  
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26-O:  Comment noted.  The need for water is not equivalent to the need 
for a lake. 

 
26-P:  Comment noted.  Additional alternatives are evaluated in this 

FEIS for meeting the projected water needs of Jackson and 
surrounding counties.  Please refer to Section 2.0, Alternatives 
Including the Proposed Action, and 3.0 Environmental Analysis, 
of this FEIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-O 

26-P 
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           1          left and come back and, you know, left to come back.   
 
           2          And maybe a part of your family's gone, and part of my  
 
           3          husband's family's gone, you know.  But that -- I guess  
 
           4          I didn't make my point clear that I'm not against that  
 
           5          we need more water.  I just feel the study is flawed in  
 
           6          the sense that the alternatives they chose, some of  
 
           7          them were alternatives they should have chosen in the  
 
           8          first place, and perhaps should have looked at some  
 
           9          other alternatives in place of those.  
 
          10                     They should go back and see if there aren't  
 
          11          some others.  I guess they can't go back because it's  
 
          12          taken this long now, and see if there isn't some other  
 
          13          choices out there.  But that would be awful to tie it  
 
          14          up that long, besides leak checks and doing some  
 
          15          improvements of the existing system.  And even looking  
 
          16          at other alternatives as one connecting with Madison  
 
          17          County even -- I mean, Jackson County, Madison County  
 
          18          as well.  And they've got the river to draw from.  
 
          19                     I'm not saying it's good or bad.  It just  
 
          20          hasn't been looked at.  I didn't say I don't think they  
 
          21          should get water.  I'm from the rural area.  I was  
 
          22          raised in a rural area.  But that was not what I meant  
 
          23          at all.  
 
          24                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, ma'am.   
 
          25          Sir?  Go ahead.  
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26-Q:  Based on the revised water needs analysis presented in Section 
1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on comments received on 
the DEIS from agencies and the public, alternatives were 
reassessed as to whether they met the revised water needs for 
Jackson and surrounding counties.  Additional alternatives were 
evaluated in this FEIS and either eliminated from further study 
or considered to be reasonable for further analysis.  Please refer 
to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of 
this FEIS for a more detailed discussion.  Those alternatives 
considered to be reasonable for further study are evaluated in 
Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS.   

 
26-R:  South Madison Water Association currently purchases all of their 

water from Berea College Water Utility Department (Williams, 
2000c).  As noted in Section 1.2.1.3, Regional Demands, of the 
DEIS, Berea College is in need for an additional water supply.  
In addition, the costs of construction and operation of a pipeline 
from Berea College to the JCWA Treatment Plant would be very 
large, given the distance between the two water utilities and 
pumping costs over Big Hill. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-Q 

26-R 
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           1                     THE REPORTER:           Your name, sir? 
 
           2                     MR. RODEN:              Scott Roden.  I  
 
           3          wouldn't want anyone to think that your comments today  
 
           4          were something that would make --.   
 
           5                     THE REPORTER:           I can't hear. 
 
           6                     MR. RODEN:              The people who turn   
 
           7          -- they would make anyone upset with you because they  
 
           8          have the right to be.  But it does -- I took some notes  
 
           9          on your comments.  And I want to go down those if I  
 
          10          could and maybe cast a shadow on some thoughts in other  
 
          11          people's minds here, and those people who would see  
 
          12          this report later in the minutes to this meeting.  
 
          13                     One comment I will address as I can.  The  
 
          14          projected development of eighty-five (85) acres.  It's  
 
          15          almost assured that it will be eighty-five (85) acres  
 
          16          developed in Jackson County in the first time frame.   
 
          17          And by 2035, it's almost assured that sixty-five (65)  
 
          18          more acres will be developed.  I can tell you that  
 
          19          because I own two (2) development companies, land  
 
          20          development companies.  I use basic construction  
 
          21          methods to develop those; provided just last week,  
 
          22          Kentucky Mountain Housing started two (2) homes here in  
 
          23          the city on one of the pieces of property.  
 
          24                     So I got 208 acres that I plan, personally  
 
          25          developed.  And I know there's other people that want  
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26-S:  Comment noted.  As noted in Section 1.2.1.2.1, Projected Water 
Consumption Rates, of the DEIS, industrial development was 
projected by the Jackson County-McKee Industrial Development 
Authority.  Please refer to that section of the DEIS for more 
information. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-S 
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           1          to be provided home sites, building sites.  The banks  
 
           2          are planning on making loans.  USDA through RSDT are  
 
           3          planning on loaning the money to people.  We have over  
 
           4          twenty (20) percent of our population living in  
 
           5          substandard housing.  And with this substandard  
 
           6          housing, the only way to correct it is to put in better  
 
           7          homes and develop this land that we're talking about.  
 
           8                     Picking watersheds, no one in the beginning  
 
           9          of this process -- I'm on the EZ Board, on the  
 
          10          Construction Committee, and worked with the Lake  
 
          11          Committee -- no one wanted to eliminate any watershed  
 
          12          from this study.  So we picked, as I understand, as  
 
          13          many possibilities we could from Day 1.  There may have  
 
          14          been some that were not seen, but we have been wanting  
 
          15          this since 1985 or before.  I'm sure people were aware  
 
          16          of the need for water before that.  So picking  
 
          17          watersheds, it did cost money, but it did not rule out  
 
          18          any opportunities for us to have the best site when we  
 
          19          got to the end of the process.  So we spent some money  
 
          20          to make a good decision.  
 
          21                     Your comment about fifteen (15) percent  
 
          22          water loss.  I don't know how much water is lost.  You  
 
          23          know I could address that.  I'm sure that the Water  
 
          24          Board is working diligently with the equipment that  
 
          25          they have and means they have to eliminate water loss  
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26-T:  The commenter is correct in that multiple studies were conducted 
to select and screen alternative sites for the proposed dam and 
reservoir prior to the onset of the EIS.  Alternatives were then 
eliminated from further consideration based on the results of the 
screenings. 

 
26-U:  Please refer to the response for comment 26-E above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-T 

26-U 
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           1          every day.  I've never seen water bubbling up on the  
 
           2          ground, and come back, and somebody doing something  
 
           3          about it.  There may be leaks because every system I'm  
 
           4          sure has.  But I do think they are taking every effort  
 
           5          that they can to minimize that.  
 
           6                     Comment of a lake this large.  We're talking  
 
           7          about 114 acres.  If I were to give 200 acres,  
 
           8          developed and sold as I planned to, I'll give this  
 
           9          county 114 acres of my land to put a lake in.  It's --  
 
          10          I won't get as emotional as Tyler, but we've all got a  
 
          11          big stake in this.  And I moved here.  I've lived here  
 
          12          for twenty-one (21) years now.  So three and a half  
 
          13          (3 1/2) million gallons of water per day, that may be  
 
          14          excessive, but if it lasts fifty (50) years instead of  
 
          15          thirty-five (35) or twenty-five (25), and we need to do  
 
          16          another one later, we'll do another one.  
 
          17                     There's more bottled water sold than I ever  
 
          18          expected to see any time in my life.  And those who  
 
          19          waved the environmental flag may be the only ones that  
 
          20          can afford to buy bottled water.  But I guarantee you  
 
          21          next year, after everyone has to buy bottled water,  
 
          22          whether they can afford it or not, legislation, the  
 
          23          legislation, those who do the legislating, will be  
 
          24          changed.  We will have a late start in a very short  
 
          25          time because no one that votes is going to sit here and  
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           1          let the population be without water while everybody has  
 
           2          enough money to be against it, and everybody buys water  
 
           3          from the fridge house.  It's not going to happen.  
 
           4                     Your comments of no agreements with other  
 
           5          water facilities are absolutely correct.  We do not  
 
           6          have our statements today.  All that's in here,  
 
           7          indicates.  But with the long-term need, you know, that  
 
           8          they're trying to address.  They're working on their  
 
           9          own.  They're not citizens from their community to go  
 
          10          in with us until they see if we can come together as a  
 
          11          community to do this.  So if you don't have anything to  
 
          12          sell, you will not be one government consider to solve  
 
          13          the problem.  We're not wanting to sell this water.   
 
          14          It's our resource.  It falls on our land.  And that's  
 
          15          that's why we don't have to sell it.  We have over five  
 
          16          (5) million dollars to develop this resource, which is  
 
          17          more than half.  The funding is given to us back as our  
 
          18          tax dollars and invest in our community.  
 
          19                     A surplus recreation.  I don't know if you  
 
          20          go by, if you spend time in this county like many of us  
 
          21          do, the biggest surplus in recreation we have is  
 
          22          children sitting in parking lots after dark with not a  
 
          23          lot to do.  You know, there's not other sources of  
 
          24          recreation other than hiking, which is very open to the  
 
          25          community; back riding, horseback riding, things like  
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26-V:  Regionalization of water supply is a well-established trend 
(Caldwell, 1999), and one generally supported by government 
policy.  Please refer to Section 1.2.1.3, Regional Demands, of 
this FEIS for more information on regional water needs and 
supporting regulations. 

 
26-W:  Comment noted.  A list of proposed funding sources for the 

Jackson County Lake Project is provided in Section 1.1, The 
Environmental Impact Statement, of the DEIS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-V 

26-W
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           1          that.  There are not public pools.  And most of the  
 
           2          pools that are put in rural communities are not  
 
           3          sustainable unless the government decides that they  
 
           4          are, and the taxation goes up to cover that.  They  
 
           5          grow, of course.  You look at them all over the  
 
           6          community centers.  The -- put in the type of swimming  
 
           7          pools that will cost extra recreation.  They do not  
 
           8          fund them, taxpayers for them, anyway.  
 
           9                     Fishing not being compatible with drinking  
 
          10          water.  I'm from Burnside, Kentucky.  I have to tell  
 
          11          you that Lake Cumberland generates a tremendous amount  
 
          12          of drinking water from Burnside and all the way to  
 
          13          Jamestown.  So I know that we probably, with 114-acre  
 
          14          lake, we will probably have to limit the excess amount  
 
          15          of tire boats, keep the oils and things that length of  
 
          16          size, and do a lot of fishing out with a new size of  
 
          17          boats -- (Inaudible). 
 
          18                     And as far as transfer water from Kentucky  
 
          19          River watershed over to the Cumberland watershed.  The  
 
          20          folks down in Lexington were not interested in pursuing  
 
          21          this with us on a twenty-nine (29)-billion-dollar  
 
          22          project.  And if the water comes into our homes, and  
 
          23          then ends up running out in the Cumberland River, and  
 
          24          does not impact the overflow of the Cumberland Lake,  
 
          25          everybody would be happy except the people who didn't  
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26-X:  Swimming pools, both small private pools and larger public ones, 
meet a different kind of recreational need than do lakes.  
Swimming pools are typically used for swimming as sport or 
physical fitness, playing in the water, and sunbathing.  A reservoir 
not only presents a more natural setting for swimming and water 
contact, but is also available to other kinds of recreation, 
including boating, canoeing, fishing from shore and/or boat, 
wildlife observation, hiking, and sight-seeing.  In addition, the 
commenter is correct in that the construction of swimming pools 
around the County would require different funding than that 
designated for the reservoir, and would most likely come from 
local sources. 

 
26-Y:  Primary and secondary contact recreation, such as swimming and 

fishing, respectively, would likely have no appreciable effect on 
water treatment costs because treatment plants already treat for 
any contaminants that these types of recreation may introduce 
(Lange, 2000b).  The commenter is correct in that, as stated in 
Section 2.4.1.4, Facility Operation, of the DEIS, restrictions may 
be placed on the use of motor-operated boats on the reservoir.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-X 

26-Y 
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           1          want to help us put water in the South Fork anyway.   
 
           2          So, you know, what I don't see that that's any viable  
 
           3          argument to take it out of the Kentucky River.  We are  
 
           4          the head of the Kentucky River.  And part of it is our  
 
           5          water diverted into a lake holding for our use.   
 
           6          Lexington can buy bottled water when it gets time.  
 
           7                     The lake system.  There's water in the creek  
 
           8          right now and most dry -- even dry times, there's some  
 
           9          water in it.  I don't think it's all going to go away  
 
          10          on us.  We certainly looked at enough to be able to  
 
          11          build a dam there and hold water in this.  That can be  
 
          12          the most devastating thing to happen is to build a dam,  
 
          13          and then water run out, hole behind it, or I'm sure  
 
          14          that's been reconsideration.  That's a concern of mine  
 
          15          I will have to say.  
 
          16                     Best practice, best practicing basin.  There  
 
          17          are many areas away from here.  Most of them flat  
 
          18          ground as we do.  This gentleman here in the front does  
 
          19          excavation.  114 acres excavation is something that we  
 
          20          don't see very often, but there's hardly any roads  
 
          21          built or any, you know, the third lane on I-75 has done  
 
          22          more, you know, best practice management practice and  
 
          23          more, way more than 114 acres that have been disturbed  
 
          24          to get two (2) more lanes down I-75.  So they spend  
 
          25          money in Kentucky to get to one end to the other.  So  
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26-Z:  It was inferred that the commenter is concerned about the geology 
of the War Fork and Steer Fork project site.  Due to such 
concerns, a visual reconnaissance was performed at the proposed 
War Fork and Steer Fork site.  The geologic report from the 
visual reconnaissance is provided in the FEIS as Appendix P, and 
is discussed in Section 3.2.1, Geology/Soils, of this FEIS. 

 
26-AA:  It was inferred that the commenter is noting that Kentucky 

BMPs for construction activities can be effective for large 
construction sites.  Comment noted.  Refer to the response to 
comment 26-K above for more information. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-Z 

26-AA 
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           1          that won't hold water either.  
 
           2                     And taking the Forest Service land.  We're  
 
           3          not taking Forest Service land.  They are giving it  
 
           4          back to us.  It was bought at pennies on the dollar or  
 
           5          given in many cases or traded to the forest service.   
 
           6          It was bought.  Any of it that was bought, private  
 
           7          landowners, was bought, were federal tax dollars that  
 
           8          we all paid.  And they're going to give us 114 acres,  
 
           9          and let us be -- join with us towards this land.  And  
 
          10          we need to do this.  And, now, it's time when we got  
 
          11          the money, to give the money, and the will of the  
 
          12          people in absolute need.  This is the time to do this.  
 
          13                     And, certainly, no one is upset at all about  
 
          14          your comments or any other comments that were related  
 
          15          to the wildlife, the loss of scenic opportunities.   
 
          16          We're in pretty rough shortage here in Jackson County.   
 
          17          If you go walking, you better take something to drink  
 
          18          and something to eat, if you walk as far as you can  
 
          19          walk 'till you run out of scenic places to see.  And a  
 
          20          whole lot of those places, where this lake would be  
 
          21          built, would never have been seen by ninety (90)  
 
          22          percent of the population if they couldn't see it by a  
 
          23          boat.  If I pick the lake and the location, I would  
 
          24          probably pick Laurel Fork.  It has endangered species  
 
          25          and a whole lot more problems about dealing with.  But  
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26-BB:  The National Forest land for the reservoir at War Fork and 
Steer Fork, if this alternative is chosen as the action to be taken, 
would either be exchanged with an area of land in Jackson 
County equal in value to the land needed for the project, or 
would be allowed to be used for the project by issuance of an 
SUP by the USFS.  Please refer to Section 3.2.8.2.1 of the DEIS 
and Section 2.4.1.5, Connected Actions, of this FEIS for more 
information about the land exchange and SUP. 

 
26-CC:  Laurel Fork was investigated in the Jackson County Lake 

Project Alternatives Analysis, Appendix H of the DEIS, as a 
potential location for the proposed reservoir.  This site was 
eliminated from further consideration due to the presence of a 
Federally-listed endangered species, the Cumberland Bean 
Pearly Mussel (Villosa trabalis), within the proposed project 
area.  The portions of Laurel Fork that were investigated were 
also designated by the State of Kentucky as ORWs.  Comment 
noted. 
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           1          I'm in full support of wherever it is the lake can go,  
 
           2          if it's War Fork, and it seems that it is, but will the  
 
           3          people join us that that's where it needs to be? 
 
           4                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, sir.   
 
           5          Anyone else?  Sir? 
 
           6                     THE REPORTER:           Your name, sir? 
 
           7                     MR. FLANNERY:           Charles Flannery.   
 
           8          I'm speaking on behalf of --. 
 
           9                     MR. MANGI:              Can you use the  
 
          10          microphone, please?   
 
          11                     MR. FLANNERY:           I live on the  
 
          12          Kentucky River --. 
 
          13                     THE REPORTER:           I can't hear. 
 
          14                     MR. MANGI:              Can you use the  
 
          15          microphone, sir? 
 
          16                     THE REPORTER:           I can't hear. 
 
          17                     MR. FLANNERY:           Every inch of it.   
 
          18          And I have been there all my life.  And I'm of people  
 
          19          that came before the Civil War and live there.  I hate  
 
          20          to see it covered up.  And, to me, it would be  
 
          21          devastating to that whole community.  And that doing  
 
          22          away with the roads will be taken, and families out, to  
 
          23          be moved out.  And, to me, that is not right.  There  
 
          24          are other places that lake can be built as well, and  
 
          25          nobody bothered.  And I would be very pleased if the  
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26-DD:  Comment noted. 
 
26-EE:  Comment noted. 
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           1          lake can be built somewhere else or Laurel Fork, which  
 
           2          is close to the Lake of Tyner.  And, so, I am just  
 
           3          speaking on behalf of myself.  I'm just one in that  
 
           4          community.  And there is, would be my estimate for the  
 
           5          forty (40) to fifty (50) families would be concerned  
 
           6          and be affected by a lake on Sturgeon Creek.  And I  
 
           7          would like for this time, the people that is here that,  
 
           8          that's against a lake being on Sturgeon Creek, if you  
 
           9          would at this time stand up.  
 
          10                     (Audience members stand up.)  
 
          11                     Thank you.  That's all I have to say.  
 
          12                     MR. MANGI:              Anyone else?  
 
          13                     MS. ENGELL:             Robin Engell.  I  
 
          14          just didn't know how many people got a chance to read  
 
          15          this report.  I don't know how many people realize the  
 
          16          amounts that they are giving of cost of a lake include  
 
          17          only the parts that will be held.  Those costs do not  
 
          18          include the flood zone or the buffer zone.  I want to  
 
          19          read something to you from Page 221.  
 
          20                     The first word "if."  "If the funds are  
 
          21          available, the land up to maximum flood level and the  
 
          22          land within the buffer zone or falls within a  
 
          23          restricted site, otherwise, this land would be acquired  
 
          24          by voluntary easements, restricted sites.  The current  
 
          25          owners of this land to donate or accept restrictions on  
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26-FF:  Laurel Fork was investigated in the Jackson County Lake 
Project Alternatives Analysis, Appendix H of the DEIS, as a 
potential location for the proposed reservoir.  See the response to 
comment 26-CC above. 

 
26-GG:  New cost estimates were prepared for each of the dam and 

reservoir sites and are included in this FEIS in Section 2.4.1.1, 
Site Preparation.  Line item cost estimates are included in this 
FEIS as Appendix Q.  These new estimates include land 
acquisition costs for the buffer zone and potential maximum 
flood area of the reservoir. 
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           1          the use of their land.  The land would be purchased or  
 
           2          acquired by eminent domain.  
 
           3                     Eminent domain on the same page.  A power or  
 
           4          right by the government agency usually at state or  
 
           5          local level, the use for legislative will be granted  
 
           6          power to condemn a piece of property for public use.   
 
           7          Easement.  The right of a person or government agency  
 
           8          or public entity to use or restrict private, public or  
 
           9          private land owned by another for specific purpose."  
 
          10                     Okay.  I know there's my home.  In the fifty  
 
          11          (50) homes that they talk about, fourteen (14) of those  
 
          12          homes would be under water.  With the large lake,  
 
          13          thirty-six (36) of those other homes.  How many with a  
 
          14          smaller lake?  About thirty (30) with a smaller lake on  
 
          15          the Sturgeon would be in what you call flood zone, or  
 
          16          the buffer zone.  The buffer zone serves a purpose.   
 
          17          This purpose is keeping cattle within 300 feet away  
 
          18          from the lake surface, keeping them off of that area.   
 
          19          It keeps septic tanks, buildings, our homes, our farms,  
 
          20          from being used.  
 
          21                     If we accept easement on our property.  They  
 
          22          restrict that area.  We cannot use that property.   
 
          23          You'll still pay taxes.  I'm almost sure there's  
 
          24          multiple taxes because it's not at all being used.   
 
          25          It's not lakefront property.  I just want to know how  
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26-HH:  In general, property owners who have easements placed on all 
or a portion of their property within the buffer zone around the 
lake would still have to pay taxes on the assessed value of their 
property, even though uses to which they can put areas within 
the easement zone would be restricted (Rose, 2000b).  Details on 
changes in taxation as a result of the proposed action are 
discussed in Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of this FEIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-HH 
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           1          many people realize that.  I don't know where the  
 
           2          money's going to come from.  Like this man.  I know  
 
           3          there's a lot of emotional issues.  I know like the  
 
           4          Flannery's.  Their boy, you know, who is looking to  
 
           5          have the farm.  The farm has been in the family since  
 
           6          1800.  I know it's our dream.  We moved here.  We're  
 
           7          new in the community, and I don't want to set standards  
 
           8          and stand in the way of the community having water.  
 
           9                     Although, I'm saying I would really like to  
 
          10          see better second and third alternatives.  Something  
 
          11          that's not going to hurt the people, real people.   
 
          12          People who live in this community.  I mean, they're not  
 
          13          just a number on a piece of paper.  And I just would  
 
          14          really like to see some other alternatives looked into  
 
          15          better.  
 
          16                     I know somebody else had said it's too  
 
          17          costly for not drinking enough water.  Like I said,  
 
          18          this year all costs have not been included, only costs  
 
          19          to put in the dam, buy the land that will be under  
 
          20          water, and to operate that land through the years.  I  
 
          21          just wanted to let people know this.  Thank you.  
 
          22                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, ma'am.   
 
          23          Anyone else?  Sir?   
 
          24                     MR. EDY:                Most people know me  
 
          25          here.  We moved back here from Ohio seventeen (17) year  
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26-II:  Based on the revised water needs analysis presented in Section 
1.2.1, Water Supply, of this FEIS, and on comments received on 
the DEIS from agencies and the public, alternatives were 
reassessed as to whether they met the revised water needs for 
Jackson and surrounding counties.  Additional alternatives were 
evaluated in this FEIS and either eliminated from further study 
or considered to be reasonable for further analysis.  Please refer 
to Section 2.0, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, of 
this FEIS for a more detailed discussion.  Those alternatives 
considered to be reasonable for further study are evaluated in 
Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this FEIS.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-II 
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           1          ago.  We didn't have no water.  We was lucky to even  
 
           2          have it.  
 
           3                     THE REPORTER:           I can't hear.  
 
           4                     MR. EDY:                We was lucky a lot  
 
           5          to have enough to, from the creek and haul water many a  
 
           6          times.  Have gone to one lake, and that much water.  I  
 
           7          was eighteen (18) year old before we got any water.   
 
           8          This other place, Steer Fork.  Our children, walk right  
 
           9          over there, hunting, fish, and wait at the creek from  
 
          10          my house, all the way down, and what else is it good  
 
          11          for, but a lake.  That's all I have to say.  
 
          12                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, sir.   
 
          13          Anyone else?  Any other comments, inputs, questions,  
 
          14          concerns?   
 
          15                     THE REPORTER:           Your name, sir? 
 
          16                     MR. COX:                Eugene Cox.  I don't  
 
          17          have a lot to say.  But what I would like to say is  
 
          18          that I feel that most of us are here tonight because we  
 
          19          are concerned about the welfare of the people in  
 
          20          Jackson County.  And I feel like that we have a great  
 
          21          need for water.  And, well, we just need a lake real  
 
          22          bad, I think.  And I can understand a lot of people  
 
          23          their land is involved in this, and I would feel like  
 
          24          that if I had to give up if I did have it.  But for  
 
          25          some of us, we like to look for other alternatives or  
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26-JJ:  Comment noted. 
 
26-KK:  Comment noted.  The need for water is not equivalent to the 

need for a lake. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-JJ 

26-KK 
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           1          other sides to go to.  
 
           2                     I feel like some of these things like the  
 
           3          Wild and Scenic River and the endangered species and  
 
           4          things, I don't feel like this is important.  It is  
 
           5          important, but not as important as the people giving up  
 
           6          their land.  But we are in great need of a lake.  I  
 
           7          feel we ought to come together, people ought to come  
 
           8          together and develop somewhere soon.  Because everyone  
 
           9          in the county knows how low this lake is, and how much  
 
          10          we do need water.  And it would be great if we all get  
 
          11          together and try to work this out and settle on a site  
 
          12          somewhere to get a lake.  I feel like we need it.   
 
          13          We're in great need.  The quicker we can get it, the  
 
          14          better off we all are.  
 
          15                     And I know that we all would like to have  
 
          16          industry in the county.  And I encourage them to come  
 
          17          out.  But what can they do here if they don't have  
 
          18          water.  They can't come in and can't setup.  But  
 
          19          there's a need for the individuals of this county I  
 
          20          think is way greater than y'alls.  I was going through  
 
          21          that book a little bit, not much time, but I saw what  
 
          22          seemed like quite a few of our creeks have mussels down  
 
          23          there.  We do have them, and the majority of the creeks  
 
          24          out there are in danger, you know.  
 
          25                     I'm not throwing any slurs at this point or  
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26-LL:  The Federal ESA prohibits the harming of any species listed by 
the USFWS as being either threatened or endangered.  Harming 
such species includes not only directly injuring or killing them, 
but also disrupting the habitat on which they depend.  The Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act established a method to provide Federal 
protection for some of the country’s remaining free-flowing 
rivers.  This protection is achieved through management plans, 
with determine the amounts and types of public use that the river 
segment can sustain without impacting the values for which it 
was designated.  Comment noted. 

 
26-MM:  It was inferred that the commenter is nothing the immediate 

need for additional water supplies in Jackson County.  Comment 
noted. 

 
26-NN:  Section 3.2.12, Socioeconomics, of the DEIS notes that the 

primary inhibitor to growth of industry in Jackson County is the 
provision of utilities such as water.  Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26-LL 

26-MM 

26-NN 
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           1          anything directed I say at any individual.  Everybody  
 
           2          has their own job to do.  But I feel like that the  
 
           3          people, the need of the people should be our first  
 
           4          priority over recreation, scenic routes, or endangered  
 
           5          species or whatever.  The individual person -- I mean,  
 
           6          as people, that I feel like they're much more important  
 
           7          than birds, fish, bats and mussels or whatever else.   
 
           8          I'm not directing this at the Environmental Protection  
 
           9          Agency because they're just carrying out the laws that  
 
          10          the lawmakers made.  
 
          11                     And I just -- to sum it all up in one, I  
 
          12          just feel like the most important thing we can do now  
 
          13          is try to get together and get a lake built as soon as  
 
          14          possible.  
 
          15                     MR. MANGI:              Thank you, sir.   
 
          16          Anyone else?  Any other comments, inputs, concerns?    
 
          17          I'm going to turn it back to Mark Plank in just a  
 
          18          moment.  One other thing I want to point out.  The  
 
          19          handout -- I hope you all got a copy of the handout.   
 
          20          If you haven't had a chance to get it, you can get it  
 
          21          at the end of this.  You will find a comment form at  
 
          22          the end of it.  It looks like the back cover, but  
 
          23          actually you can tear it apart.  I love to do that.   
 
          24          Take the back cover off.  It's a comment form.  It's  
 
          25          got the address back here.  Write your comments, fold  
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26-OO:  Please refer to the response for comment 26-LL above.  
Comment noted. 

 

26-OO 


